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Tr 1s To BE HoPED that the Lord Chancellor's allusion 
on Thursday evening to the appointment by Lord Eldon 
of two successive judges who had never practised at the 
Equity Bar to the office of Master of the Rolls, had no 
reference to any intention of following that example in 
the appointment of Lord Romilly’s successor. The state- 
ment that the Attorney-General is to be the new Master 
of the Rolls, was dismissed when first made as utterly in- 
credible, but during the present week has reached us 
upon authority which leaves little doubt that such a step 
has been, and may even still be, in contemplation. We 
will not say more with reference to the statement than 
that, greatly as Sir John Coleridge is respected, the pro- 
fession has still to learn that he possesses the qualities 
which would fit him for this high judicial position. 





Tue Lorp Cuancetior, on TveEspay last, laid upon the 


Table of the House of Lords a Bill—the fifth, we think, 
which has been brought forward on the subject—for the 
simplification of the title to and transfer of land. The 
object proposed is one entirely unexceptionable, and not- 
withstanding what is too often said and too readily 
believed by the outside public, there is no portion of the 
community who would more <:ladly see it really attained, 
or would gain, on the whole, more by its attainment 
than the members of the legal profession. There is 
nothing of which we are more assured than this ; first, that 
every improvement in the law would be welcomed by the 
profession on its merits, and apart from any personal 
considerations; and, secondly, that every real simplifi- 
cation, whether of law or practice, results in gain to the 
profession, directly proportional to the advantages thus 
conferred on the general public. This has been tested 
and proved over and over again in the course of the 
various legal reforms which have been effected during 
the last forty years. 

Whilst, however, we would eagerly welcome any real 
improvement either in the Law of Real Property, or the 
practice of conveyancing, we are not the less alive to the 
fact that not every change would be an improvement; 
nay more, that some of the alterations which look most 
tempting on the surface are really dangers to be avoided, 
not advantages to be attained. The question is thus mainly 
one of detail, and we have not yet had sufficient oppor- 
tunity of studying the details of the proposed measure 
to be able to pronounce upon them with any confidence ; 
we observe, however, with satisfaction that there seems 
to be no intention to introduce a system of parliamentary 
titles suchas exists in Ireland—with what result ourreaders 
may learn from Ie Tottenham’s Estate (18 W. R. Ch. 
Dig. 78, I. R. 4 Eq. 382), and similar cases; and, further, 
that even such “ indefeasible title” as it is proposed to 
confer, is not in any case to operate adversely to the 
rights of the persons in possession at the time. If we 
understand the Lord Chancellor aright, the main object 
of his proposal is to provide the means of starting a 





record of title, which will always keep itself clear as 
from the date of its commencement, so that, without 
in any manner interfering with any paramount in- 
terests, all subsequent embranglement of title may be 
avoided. This, of course, would make the complete sim- 
plification of the title a mere question of time. The 
Lord Chancellor has, however, also introduced a measure 
for shortening the periods for the limitation of actions, 
the principle of which is open to much more doubt: it 
may well be, perbaps, that in some cases the existing 
periods are too long, but we are not much impressed with 
what may be called “ squatting rights,” and certainly do 
not desire to enable two successive tenants for life, by a 
concerted alienation, or even by acquiescence by the latter 
in the wrong done by the former, to oust of his rights the 
third in succession, towards whom they may, for any rea- 
son, be hostile or indifferent, unless he were in a position to 
assert them within so short a period as five years. It 
may be that twenty years is too long in any case, but we 
can see no reason for giving a man any shorter time for’ 
the assertion of his rights, after they have accrued, by 
reason merely that one of the wrong-doers was his pre- 
decessor in the possession of the land, and as such en- 
titled to bind his own interest. : 





Tur “piock” In THE Covrt or Cuancery has been the 
subject of comment lately, not only in the public papers, 
but from the Bench and in the House of Lords. We 
incline to the opinion that Lord Hatherley, judging from 
his remarks upon this topic on Thursday evening last, must 
be very imperfectly aware of the extent of the existing 
arrear of business. We are assured by those whoseacquain- 
tance with the business of the Court dates from a period 
anterior to his Lordship’s appointment as Vice-Chan- 
cellor (and it was of his judicial experience alone that he 
spoke), that nothing like the present state of affairs has 
previously occurred in their experience. In Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins’ Court cases the bricfs in which were duly: 
delivered before last long vacation, have not yet been 
reached, and the arrear of motions is so great that, although 
his Honour not only sits extra hours, but has during the 
whole of this term and of the previous sittings “ continued 
the seal” regularly every week, sometimes for one day, 
often for two, he does not seem able to make any 
material impression upon them; and it is to be recol- 
lected that to take motious on Friday means in all 
probability to create an arrear of opposed petitions. 
In Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s Court two heavy causes 
have taken up the greater portion of the term, 
and another now stands part heard, after having occu. 
pied four days in hearing; and this before a judge 
who has but three days per week to devote to his cause 
list, every Monday being occupied by Bankruptcy, while 
Thursday and Saturday are found respectively inadequate 
to meet the demands of motions, adjourned summonses, 
and other interlocutory business. Nor is the state of 
affairs before Vice-Chancellor Wickens any more pro- 
mising; out of 190 causes appearing in his printed 
list for this term but 10 had been disposed of (exclusive 
of short causes, of which we could procure no return) 
when the Court rose for luncheon yesterday, and it may 
fairly be calculated that in the meantime many more 
than ten have ripened for hearing, and that the list for 
next term will be considerably longer than the present 
one, unprecedented as that is. In the Rolls the arrear is 
not so great, but it is kept down by sacrificing the ser- 
vices of the Lord Chancellor as a Judge of Appeal, and 
that at a time when, owing to the circumstance of Lord 
Justice James having sat during last sittings as a Judge 
of First Instance, there are several, though we believe 
not many, appeals waiting which the Lords Justices have 
no power to hear without his assistance. This is surely 
something very different from the occasional delay caused 
in some one branch of the Court by exceptional circum- 
stances, to which Lord Hatherley referred, and rather points 
to that general want of judicial force to cope with the busi. 
ness, which has already four times in this century com- 
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pelled the creation of additional Judges (twice at Com- 
mon Law, and twice in Chancery), and which, as Lord 
Romilly well observed the other night, tends, by the very 
endeavours which are made to obviate the evil, to per- 
petuate and aggravate itself. 

We entirely agree with the Lord Chancellor that the 
needless multiplication of Judges is a great evil. We 
have more than once pointed out that it not only increases 
the burden to the country of our judicial establishment, 
but necessarily deteriorates the average of our Judges by 
widening the area from which they must be taken; and 
we feel strongly that nothing but the direst necessity 
could overcome these objections. We are, however, con- 
vinced that that necessity now exists: it is a greater evil 
that justice should not be had at all, or not until after 
such delay as amounts to its denial, than that its quality 
should be somewhat lowered, and it is on the whole less 
burdensome to the nation to pay for an extended Judicial 
Staff, than to protract litigation to unreasonable limits, 

‘though as in one case the whole community bears the 
burden which in the other falls on the unfortunate liti- 
gants alone, the non-litigant portion of the people, which 
under every reasonably well-ordered system is the great 
majority, are not so clear-sighted on this point as they 
ought to be. Whether the special circumstances of the 
present conjuncture, particularly with respect to the 
pendency of the Judicature Bill, do or do not render it 
desirable to postpone for the present any increase in the 
Vice-Chancellors may admit of question; but that, in 
some form or other, a remedy for the present crying evil 
must be found, and that it will not be found, as Lord 
Hatherley seems to think, in mere lapse of time, admits, 
in our opinion, of no deubt whatever. 





THE DECISION UPON APPEAL in JWVeikersheim’s case will 
probably again call attention to a point of very con- 
siderable importance to bankers and others, who are in 
the habit of advancing money upon security. It cannot 
be too carefully borne in mind that it is impossible for a 
person to bea shareholder in a joint stock company for 
one purpose and not for another. A transferee of shares, 
whether he have taken his transfer by way of purchase 
or merely by way of security for advances, is equally, so 
far as his fellow shareholders and the creditors of the 
company are concerned, a shareholder and open to all the 
liabilities attaching to that position. It is only necessary 
to recall one or two cases of undoubted hardship to show 
that this is the case, and that the ruleis an inflexible one. 
In Addison's case (18 W. KR. 365, L. R. 5 Ch. 294), the 
transaction was a perfectly bond fide one of money ad- 
vanced and repaid; eight years had elapsed since a re- 
transfer of the shares to a trustee for the company (which 
was invalid) had been made, but Mr. Addison was 
held liable. Lord Justice Giffard there said that the 
@ase was one of great hardship, and that he would have 
been glad to release Mr. Addison if he could have done 
so consistently with the law. Another case, of which 
Wetkersheim’s case is in fact upon this point only a re- 
petition, was the Royal Bank of India’s case (17 W. R. 
359, L. R. 7 Eq. 91, Ibid. 4 Ch. 252). There the com- 
pany in the first instance advanced money only on the 
deposit of shares, but afterwards for their further protec- 
tion took a transfer to themselves. The nature of the 
transaction, as merely a mortgage, was patent, and was 
not sought to be denied, but the bank were placed upon 
the list of contributories. Setting aside two other points 
of very considerableinterest which arose in Weikersheim’s 
case, namely, the question of the authority of a partner in 
a banking firm to bind his co-pariners in respect of a 
transfer of shares upon a transaction of this kind, and 
the question of registration, the point to which we have 
above referred was the principal issue. The transfer to 
Messrs. Weikersheim was made on the 18th August, 
1864, and the re-transfer by them on the following 21st 
September. It certainly seems hard that in consequence 
of having stood for some five weeks in the position of 
transferees of sharcs in respect of a loan these gentlemen 


should have brought themselves under liability to the 
amount of some thousands of pounds as B. contributories 
i nthe winding up of the company. It is clear, however, 
that if the principle of the 30th section of the Companies 
Act, 1862, is to be maintained, by which any recognition 
on the part of the company of anything but a legal 
title is prohibited, no mortgagee who accepts a transfer of 
shares can escape the liability of a shareholder. We 
understand that this case will be carried to the House of 
Lords, and, so large is the sum involved, will, if necessary, 
be fought over again in Austria, Messrs, Weikersheim 
being foreign bankers carrying on business at Vienna. 
No evidence was here adduced as to the law of partner- 
ship in Austria, and the law was therefore assumed by 
the Court to be the same as that of this country. 
Whether upon this point Messrs. Weikersheim may be 
able to produce anything in their own favour we do not 
know, but upon the English law the rule is plain, and the 
case worthy of careful attention by a. considerable 
number of firms in this country. 





On Monpay tast the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, in 
the case of Re Edwards, held that the title of the trustee 
in a liquidation may, like that of a trustee in a bank- 
ruptcy, relate back to an act of bankruptcy committed 
prior to the filing of the liquidation petition. This point 
has not, we believe, been so clearly or explicitly 
decided before, although it seems to be involved in the 
decision of Ex parte Veness (18 W.R. 979, L, R. 10 Eq. 
419). In Re Edwards, an execution creditor who had 
seized but had not sold the goods of a liquidating 
debtor (a trader) for a judgment debt under £50 before the 
petition was presented, was resivained from proceeding 
with his execution on the ground that the debtor had, a 
month previously to the filing of the petition, committed 
an act of bankruptcy by executing a bill of sale of the 
whole of his property to secure an antecedent debt, and 
it was held that the goods seized were the property of 
the trustee. In another case (Re Butlin), decided on the 
same day, his Lordship held that a creditor of a liqui- 
dating debtor present at the first meeting of the creditors, 
and voting against a resolution in favour of liquidation, 
may, nevertheless, sign the resolution even after it has 
been taken into the registrar’s office for registration. 


A ¥RESH INCONVENIENCE arising from the present ano- 
malous position of affairs in Chancery was manifested on 
Tuesday morning last. Our readers are aware that it 
often becomes convenient to transfer a case from one 
branch of the Court of Chancery to another, and that, 
in order to effect that object, it is necessary to obtain 
the consent of the Lord Chancellor and of the judges of 
the two branches of the Court from which, and to which, 
the case is to be transferred. On Tuesday, when the 
Lord Chancellor was sitting for the Master of the Rolls, 
an application of this nature was made to him; the 
counsel who made it explained that he wished to have a 
case transferred from the Rolls Court to that of Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, and asked his Lordship to consent, 
both for himself and for the Master of the Rolls. Lord 
Selborne at once gave his consent as Lord Chancellor, 
but stated that he was only sitting to hear causes for 
the Master of the Rolls, and had no authority to per- 
form any other of his duties; that Lord Romilly was 
still Master of the Rolls, and it would be necessary, 
therefore, to obtain his consent personally. It seems, 
therefore, that in order to transfer a cause to or from the 
Rolls Court, it will be necessary for the counsel engaged 
to seek Lord Romilly at his private residence, or 
wherever he may be, in order to obtain his consent. 





Tue Lorpns Justices on Wednesday affirmed the de- 
cision of Vice-Chancellor Malins in Hart v Herwig (21 


to restrain a foreigner resident abroad from removing 





from a British port a ship which he has contracted to 
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sell to a British shipowner, the contract providing that 
possession of the ship was to be given to the purchaser 
when the ship had delivered her cargo at the British port. 








FUSION. 

We examined at some length last week the actual con- 
nection at present existing between Law and Equity, the 
relation which the two things, be their names what they 
may, must continue to bear to each other for the future, 
and the real meaning of the fusion of Law and Equity. 
If the views which we there expressed are at all 
correct, several things are clear. In the first place, no 
change can be called fusion, or can indeed be worth the 
seeking, which does not involve this :—that every court in 
which a controversy arises shall do complete justice 
between the parties, enforcing Common Law rules if 
those be the only rules applicable, and Equitable rules 
where they control or supplement the Common Law; so 
that no litigant shall for the future be either obliged or 
allowed to have recourse to one court, to supply the 
defects or remedy the injustice of another. Again, as 
we have shown, by far the larger part of the whole body 
of our law is Common Law. By far the larger part of 
the judicial work to be done is the administration of 
Common Law rules; the trial of causes by Common Law 
processes ; and the application of Common Law remedies. 
Therefore a large majority of the judicial bench are Com- 
mon Law Judges. It follows that if every court and every 
Judge is for the future to do complete justice in each case 
before it—that is to administer both Lawand Equity—that 
body of combined Law and Equity must, in a large num- 
ber, probably a majority, of cases be administered by 
Common Law Judges. There is one way, it is 
true, by which this might be avoided, that is, by sub- 
stituting Equity lawyers wholesale for the present Com- 
mon Law Judges. But seeing that the greater part of 
every Judge’s work is the trial of causes at Nisi Prius, 
—a kind of work seldom efficiently done without spe- 
cial training—while the hearing of arguments in Banc 
is a very small part of it, such a proposal could har¢ly 
be seriously made. No doubt there are, and have al- 
ways been, men who, without any previous experience, 
could conduct trials, civil or criminal, satisfactorily. But 
such faculties are rare; special work ordinarily requires 
special training. Therefore it would be absurd to send 
Vice-Chancellors to try causes at Guildhall, and in the 
Assize Courts at Leeds and Liverpool, or to try prisoners at 
the Old Bailey. And this shows the utterly imprac- 
ticable nature of the proposal contained in a document 
of which we are about to speak more fully, for “ the ap- 
pointment in every Court of an adequate number” of 
Equity Judges. Such a course must mean either one or 
other of two things :—Either Equity lawyers must 
undertake, and undertake constantly, such work as we 
have described; or else the proposed Equity Judges 
must become a sort of assessors, not sharing in all the 
judicial labours of their brethren, but sitting to advise 
and assist them when certain classes of questions arise. 
And we can conceive nothing more certain to lower the 
prestige and diminish the influence of the Equity Bench 
than this. If, then, we are to have fusion at all, the 
new system must be worked chiefiy by Common Law 
Judges. Nor is this state of things accidental or tem- 
porary. Whether you attempt fusion to-day, or ten, or 
twenty years hence, it will be exactly the same. Indeed, 
our difficulty is to understand how any thoughtful man 
can ever have coutemplated the idea of fusion without 
clearly seeing this to be an inevitable incident of the 
process. 

That there are difficulties involved in this is obvious. 
The Common Law Judges are, speaking generally, men 
little familiar with the system of Equity. And Courts or 
Judges administering a body of law which they have, 
to a large extent, to learn on the bench, are sure to make 
some mistakes, and become involved in many troubles 
and complications. But if fusion is to be purchased, 
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this price must be paid for it: on no other terms can it be 
obtained. Is it worth the price? We, ourselves, have 
not the slightest hesitation in thinking that it is; and 
we had intended this week to have examined the reasons 
given by Mr. Hemming for affirming the contrary. But 
within the past week this same question has received 
answers from two different bodies, whose authority so en- 
tirely outweighs that of any individual writer, that we feel 
bound to abstain at present from comment upon Mr, 
Hemming’s views, that we may examine the others. 

The Select Committee of the House of Lords upon the 
Judicature Bill have revised the Bill, aud it has subse- 
quently passed through the Committee of the House; 
and, so far as our present subject is considered, it re- 
mains, with the exception of two points, much as it was. 
We are not here speaking of procedure, or the forms of 
pleading. But with regard to the constitution of the High 
Court of Justice, and the nature and distribution of its 
jurisdiction, the Bill is now, subject to the exceptions - 
referred to, substantially what it was when Lord Selborne 
first brought it in. 

The House of Lords, therefore, including as it does the 
two or three men whose judgment upon the matter is 
for practical purposes more influential than that of all the 
rest of the legal profession put together, deliberately 
think, as we do, that the fusion of Law and Equity is 
worth the price that must be paid for it. 

On the other hand, the Equity Bar has answered the 
question in the other way. Whatever may be the 
intention of individual members of that eminent body, 
they have collectively committed themselves to the view 
that the fusion proposed is not worth its price. We say 
that the Equity Bar have committed themselves to this 
view, because it is impossible to mistake the fact that 
the signatures to the two memorials just presented to 
the Lord Chancellor, and published in the newspapers, 
the one on the part of the Equity Queen’s Counsel, the 
other of the outer bar, do include almost, if not quite, 
the whole of those in actual practice at the Chancery Bar. 

Coming to us, as they do, with such exceptionally 
high authority, these memorials demand a careful con- 
sideration. The memorial of the Equity Queen’s 
Counsel is very brief. It starts with a proposition, 
which no one will dispute in substance, though the mode 
of expression is open to criticism, that “the only fusion 
of Law and Equity which can be advantageous to the 
public must be a fusion by which, whenever the decisions 
of the Courts of Law and of Equity would at present con- 
flict, the doctrines of Equity should be adopted instead 
of those of the Common Law.” It then points out that “in 
the Bill before Parliament the paramount authority of 
the Court of Chancery, by which this result is now 
obtained, is abolished.’ Secondly, “the Lord Chan- 
cellor will be entirely separated” from the Division of 
the High Court, which is to take the place of the Court 
of Chancery. And, again, “In the other Divisions there 
is no Equity Judge.” So that “the administration of a 
system of law in which Equity is to predominate and 
the power of settling the mode of procedure is com- 
mitted to a body of Judges, three-fourths of whom are 
Common Law Judges, and to an Appeal Court in which 
no provision is made for a due proportion of Judges, 
trained in the doctrine and practice of Equity.” The 
signatories, therefore, fear that the Bill will not “effect 
the desired fusion,’ but “endangers the very existence 
of Equity Jurisprudence.” 

The outer Bar share the apprehension of their seniors, 
“that the Bill, if passed as it now stands, will endanger 
the very existence of Equity Jurisprudence.” And their 
reasons are that “ Equity Jurisprudence has been main- 
tained up to the present time solely by the paramount 
authority of the Court of Chancery, the life and essence 
of which have been derived from its association with the 
Lord Chancellor. The Bill proposes to sever this asso- 
ciation and destroy this authority,” and does not “ substi- 
tute any means of preserving intact the spirit of the Juris- 
prudence created” by the Chancellors. They further 
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object to entrusting “litigation involving the gravest 
equitable questions to tribunals unfamiliar with the doc- 
trines and out of harmony with the traditions of that 
branch of jurisprudence.” They go on to protest against 
the proposed system of pleading. They then add, in a 
kind of parenthetical way a suggestion that the Equity 
Judges are too few for their work, and that now is a very 
suitable time for adding to their number. And lastly, 
they express the opinion that “no scheme for the fusion 
of Law and Equity will be effective without the appaint- 
ment in every Court of an adequate number of Judges 
practically conversant with the principles and the ad- 
ministration of Equity.” 

Now, putting aside the subject of pleading and pro- 
cedure, which is, after all, of comparatively secondary, 
though no doubt great, importance; and with which we 
do not propose to deal—and postponing for the present 
the suggestion of an increase of Judges, which is made by 
the junior Bar alone, and that merely incidentally —it 
will be found ghat the points urged by ‘the Equity Bar in 
opposition to the Bill are these: First, “ The paramount 
authority of the Court of Chancery is destroyed.” Of 
course it is. That is involved in the very idea of fusion. 
If every Court is to do complete justice in every case, 
there can be no such thing as the interference of one 
Court to control directly or indirectly the proceedings of 
any other. And, therefore, to object that the paramount 
authority of the Court is destroyed by the Bill is to ob- 
ject that it is a Bill for the fusion of Law and Equity. 
Indeed, we must say of this matter what we said 
before upon another point: it is difficult to understand 
how any thoughtful person can ever have contem- 
plated fusion without secing this to be necessarily incident 
to it. 

Next it is objected that by the Bill as introduced the 
connection of the Lord Chancellor with the Court of 
Chancery was to be severed. To this proposal the Equity 
leaders object, and the Junior Bar go so far as to 
say that “the life and essence” of the “ paramount 
authority’ of the Court has been “derived from its 
association with the Lord Chancellor.” We have always 
thought, and still think, that the life and essence of that 
authority was derived from the writ of injunction, not 
from the high dignity of the presiding judge: just as 
the authority of the Queen’s Bench, for instance, over 
inferior tribunals depends upon the writ of prohibition, 
not upon the status of the Chief Justice. To us this par- 
ticular objection appears to be almost purely sentimental. 
For many years past no judge of the Court of Chancery 
has had so small a share in its judicial labours as the 
Chancellor. And when we look at the reasons urged in 
the House of Lords by Lord Cairns and Lord Romilly, 
such as that founded on the greater effect of 
wiggings addressed to an officer by a Chancellor 
than by a Master of the Rolls, it is pretty clear that 
the conclusion long preceded the. premisses in their 
minds. However, the House of Lords have adopted 
an amendment of Lord Cairns retaining the Lord Chan- 
cellor as the head of the Chancery Division of the 
Court. If the effect of this is merely to be that the 
Chancellor, though his real duties are those of President 
of the Appeal Court, shall yet be in name head of the 
Chancery Division also, with a control over its officers, 
and the right, not likely to be much exercised, of sitting 
in Divisional Courts, should such be held—if this is the 
real meaning of the change, and if those best acquainted 
with the Court of Chancery think that it will strengthen 
the hands of the Equity Judges or give moral weight to 
the Court, then there is nothing to be said against it, 
though we cannot ourselves appreciate its importance. 
But if it be meant that the Chancellor is to become a 
working member of the judicial staff in the Chancery 
Division, the result will be very different. Either he 
must become a mere Judge of First Instance; or we 
shall have a system of double appeals re-introduced ; 
neither of which things is desirable. As to the amend- 
ment whereby the Chancery Division is to be made the 








First instead of the Second Division, it is really too 
trivial for criticism. 

The last objection urged by both branches of the 
Equity Bar is the impropriety of entrusting the adminis- 
tration of Equity to Common Lawyers. This, it is pretty 
clear, is the real source of the alarm which has been so 
unanimously expressed by the Equity Bar. The exact 
weight of this objection, in our judgment, we have al- 
ready indicated. It comes to this, that the Common 
Law Judges, while doing in the main the same work 
they do now, will frequently have to apply equitable 
doctrines, with which they are not now practically very 
familiar. In other words, they will have to learn and 
adininister a good dealofnewlaw. Butis there anything 
new in this? Some years ago mercantile law was quite as 
unfamiliar to Equity Judges as equitable doctrines now are 
to Common Lawyers. From causes which we need not 
here consider they were called upon to administer mer- 
cantile law, and they learned it, and have applied 
it satisfactorily ever since. Each successive Judge ap- 
pointed to the Court of Probate has had a vast mass of 
new law to learn. But they have all succeeded. And 
these are only a fewinstances outof many. In truth, the 
moment we drop those loose metaphors and that vague 
half mysterious language so often used about Equity, 
the moment we realise that Equity is not an aroma, nor 
a mystic tradition, that it has nothing to do with har- 
mony or sympathy, but that it is a body of positive Law 
which every man of sufficient intellectual capacity can, 
with sufficient diligence, understand and learn to apply, the 
truenatureof the objection we are now considering becomes 
apparent. It becomes plain that the difficulty is nothing 
new. And ample experience has taught that competent 
judges, whether Common Law or Iiquity, may safely be 
trusted to administer new law ; that the mistakes they 
make in such cases and the difficulties they encounter 
are not greater than an efficient Court of Appeal can cor- 
rect and remove, 

It appears to us that the Ki juity Bar have made a grave 
mistake and taken up a lamentably false position. Had 
they simply pressed with all the influence they could 
command the facts that the Bench of the Court of Chan- 
cery is at present too weak in numbers for its work, that at 
a conjuncturelike the present it is exceptionally important 
that it should be strong in numbers as in everything else, 
and therefore asked for the appointment of additional 
Judges, they would have had the support of the whole 
profession; and the amendment which Lord Cairns has 
carried providing for an additional Judge of First Instance 
would have been safe to form part of the Actin its 
final shape. But the Equity Bar have weakened their 
own influence over the future of the measure to an 
enormous extent by the extravagance of their pro- 
tests. The ground they have taken is really not that 
of opposition to this particular Bill, but of resistance of 
the fusion of Law and Equity upon any terms which 
either are or are ever likely to be possible in this country. 





— 


CHANCERY CHAMBERS, 

The Lord Justice of Appeal in Ireland, in an elabo- 
rate and eloquent judgment, pronounced last week in the 
case of Howlin v. Sheppard, has recurred -to the ques- 
tion of the functions of Chief Clerks in Chancery, with a 
view of vindicating his former utterances against the 
observations of Vice-Chancellor Chatterton. His Lord- 
ship’s remarks occupy seven columns of small type in the 
Dublin Evening Mail, and go through the history of the 
case, which has already been mentioned in this journal, 
with searching minuteness; and he endeavours thereby 
to establish, not only that his former strictures on the 
course of practice in Chambers were justified by the facts, 
but also that the rules under which that practice was 
justified are themselves an aggravation of the wrong. 

On the general question we have really nothing te add 
to what we have already said in considering Mr. Mac- 
donnell’s pamphlet on this subject, and we should pro- 
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bably not have thought it necessary to do more than 
mention the facts on the present occasion had not 
the Lord Justice adopted, in respect of one point, 
a line of criticism which, if admitted and acted 
upon, would go far to render all proceedings in 
Chambers impracticable. It appears that when the case 
in question was in the Vice-Chancellor’s Chambers, two 
points arose of sufficient importance to require ad- 
journments into Court for their determination; that 
they were accordingly determined by the Vice-Chan- 
cellor in Court, and the case was referred back to Cham- 
bers to have the inquiries prosecuted in accordance 
with his decisions. Nothing of this appeared on 
the certificate, which appears from the Lord Justice’s 
judgment to have been in the ordinary form, and to have 
been, as is usual in this country, signed by the Chief 
Clerk when completed and confirmed by the judge after 
the usual interval. It is not alleged that this certificate 
did not strictly follow the rulings of the Vice-Chancellor 
on the adjourned summonses above mentioned, nor that 
any disputed question had arisen in Chambers, as to which 
either party had ineffectually desired to have the 
judge’s opinion; but because the facts above stated 
were not set forth in detail on the face of the 
certificate, the Lord Justice considered himself not 
only entitled to ignore them but justified in as- 
suming, contrary to the fact, that the proceedings 
in Chambers had been wholly conducted in the absence 
of the judge; and this, although he had been furnished 
with a transcript of the notes of these proceedings, upoa 
which the several adjournments duly appeared. Wecannot 
but think that this involves an absurdity, which would 
be ludicrous were it not mischievous. We fully sym- 
pathise, as our readers are aware, with the desire of 
Lord Justice Christian to prevent the exercise of judicial 
functions (otherwise than by consent) by the Chief Clerks 
but we cannot help seeing that to require the certificate 
to show on the face of it what questions had been brought 
before the judge, and what had been his decision on each 
occasion, and how such decision had been subsequently ap- 
plied by the Chief Clerk, so that the record should present 
a complete photograph of the proceedings, would encum- 
ber the certificate with such a mass of irrelevant details 
as would greatly add to the expense of every hearing on 
further consideration, and would not improbably bring 
the whole system of Chancery Procedure into disrepute. 
Neither can we at all understand the principle on which 
the Lord Justice consigned the transcript of proceedings 
in Chambers, as he tells us he did, “‘ to the waste basket.’ 
True, the transcript furnished him came from one of the 
solicitors, and was not an office copy, but its accuracy 
was not disputed, and it would seem to be the natural 
duty of the solicitors—as it used to be that of the 
clerks in Court—of the parties to furnish the necessary 
papers; and the Lord Justice would have found no 
difficulty, had he desired it, in having the originals pro- 
duced. Indeed he hardly seems to have founded his 
objection on any notion of the inaccuracy of the note, 
or any irregularity in tle mode of its transmission to 
him—though he refers to these points—so much as on 
the omission of the details in question from the record. 
His Lordship’s words on this point are as follows :— 


“Troceived from the Registrar, by post, when I was 
staying in the County Wicklow, a couple of sheets of paper 
on which were jotted down a succession of short disjointed 
entries, purporting to be of proceedings in the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s Chamber. There was nothing on the face of them 
to show what they were, but I took them to be extracts 
from some rough minute book or rule book kept in the 
chamb2r; it now, however, appears from a letter read by 
the Vice-Chancellor that they were not even that, but 
papers got from the office of one of the solicitors in the 
cause. I gathered from them, amongst other things, a 
representation that, while the case was in progress in the 
chamber, it had been on two occasions adjourned back 
into open court, and I collected, not quite distinctly, 
but still I did so assume it, that what was meant to be 
conveyed was, that this had been done for the purpose of 





bringing before the judge in person some points which 
had arisen in the progress of the two inquiries. Then I 
had toconsider whether or not these copies of minutes, 
or whatever they were, should have any effect upon my 
already well-matured and written judgment, The case 
had come up from the court below upon a certain record, 
A certain state of facts was presented by that record. 
Upon these facts the argument had proceeded, and I had 
formed and embodied my conclusions upon them. Was | 
to alter them or qualify them, because of these nondes- 
cript unattested and uncertified fly-sheets ? This amount 
ef attention I did pay to them. I re-wrote tho paragraph 
I first read, for the purpose of so wording it as to make 
clearer s!i"' what was clear enough before, that the facts 
I was gciug upon I took from the record, and from nothing 
else. With that much notice of them, I consigned the 
papers to the waste basket. And I confeas it is to ba 
something wonderful—or, at least, it would be so if the 
experience of these few years past had not deadened in 
me the very faculty of wonder—how it could have ever 
occurred to any, I will not say judicial mind, but to any 
mind imbued with the slightest tincture of forensic train- 
ing, that it would have been possible to give more weight 
tothem. Thus verbally improved, the then already writ- 
ten judgment was what I read here in court upon the 6th 
July. 

From the principle underlying these remarks we can- 
not too strongly dissent. It appears to us a manifest 
absurdity to say that the notes taken by the Chief Clerk 
at the time cannot be looked at to discover what took 
place in Chambers—of which they are the very best evi- 
dence—because he has not directed one of the junior 
clerks to copy them out in a more prolix form and insert 
them into the certificate, although the accuracy of that 
certificate when complete would still rest solely on the 
authority of the very same Chief Clerk. So far from 
considering that the Lord Justice was justified in relying 
—/or these facts—solely on the record, and utterly diz- 
regarding the papers forwarded to him by the Registrar, 
it was, we think, his duty, if he had any doubts of their 
authenticity or accuracy, to inform himself on the point 
by requiring the production of the original or otherwise 
as he might think just ; and if he had no such doubts, to 
act upon the information thus acquired. ° 

Of the particular failure of justice which seems from 
the judgment to have taken place in this suit it is 
unnecessary for us to say more than that it does not 
appear to have been in any way conduced to by the course 
of proceeding complained of. So far as we can judge 
none of the parties seems to have seen that the in- 
quiries which were being prosecuted were in factirrelevant ; 
and certainly the point never can have been brought to 
the notice of the Vice-Chancellor until the cause came 
on for further consideration, because his Honour himself 
pointed this out in his judgment on that occasion. It 
can be no part of the duty either of the Judge or the 
Chief Clerk to take objections for the parties which they 
from ignorance or design omit to take for themselves. 








A Mark or ApprecraTion.—An amusing incident oc- 
curred in the Court of Queen's Bench, Dublin, on Wednes- 


| day. During Mr. Justice Fitzgerald's sitting, a gentleman 


well known in the hall cf the courts entered the Court, and 
approaching Mr. Yeo, clerk of the rules, handed him what 
appeared to be a piece of paper closely crumpled up, and 
said, ‘‘ Will you kindly hand that to his lordship?” Mr. 
Yeo replied that he could not. The gentleman then stepped 
upon the next seat, set apirt for attorneys, and throwing a 
piece of paper on the bench, said, “ Will your lordship 
kindly receive that from me as a mark of my asap ? 
When your lordship’s brethren arrive, they shall have each 
a similar one. Iam the king.” Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, 
opening the paper, said, ‘This is a Bank of Ireland note 
for one hun pounds.” The gentleman, who was hastily 
retiring from the Court, said, ‘ Pray keep it, my lord ; it 
is not much for a king to give.” His lordship directed Mr. 
Yeo to communicate with the gentleman’s nephew, who isa 
landed proprietor in the county Wicklow, and to restore the 
note to him.—Daily News, 
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NOTES. 


On Wednesday last, for the first time, we believe, in his 
judicial career, Vice-Chancellor Malins rose at luncheon 
time, having gone through all the causes in his paper. 





In a case of Bodger v. Nicholls, the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, on Tuesday last, held, that exposing cattle for sale in 
a public market was a representation to all who might be 
there, that the seller did not know that they were diseased. 





The Times points out that while England alone contains 
above 32,000,000 acres, it would appear, from the statistics 
cited by Lord Selborne, that in the course of ten years only 
sixty or seventy thousand acres have come under the opera- 
tion of Lord Westbury’s Act of 1862. 





The Rev. J. S. Brewer, preacher at the Rolls, in a letter 
tu the Globe, states that “there is no compulsion on the 
Master of the Rolls to attend Divine service here ; for though 
Lord Romilly was very punctual in his attendance, his pre- 
decessor, Lord Langdale, never came more than once or 
twice.” Surely when this important question has been 
settled, there need be no hesitation in filling up the vacant 
oflice. Let us hope that Lord Romilly’s successor may, in 
this respect, follow in his footsteps. 





An illustration of the operation of the Lodgers’ Goods 
Protection Act came before one of the police magistrates the 
other day. A broker, who had levied a distress for rent on 
the furniture in a house, applied to Mr. Chance, on the part 
of the landlord, for his assistance under these circumstances. 
The tenant of the house had left the premises and could not 
be found. ‘There were three lodgers in the house, and their 
furniture had been distrained upon. Two of the lodgers 
had signed a declaration under the Lodgers’ Goods Protec- 
tion Act. One of the lodgers, it was stated, had received 
the rent of the other lodgers. The broker said the lodgers 
still held possession, and landlords were exposed to great 
hardships, and liable to be imposed upon. Mr. Chance 
thought it was a strange case. The best course would be to 
make some arrangement with the lodgers, or to determine 
by proper notice the tenancy, and when that was done he 
could interfere. At present he could not assist the appli- 
cant, further than in the way he had pointed out. 


The Albany Law Journal notes an illustration of the dan- 
gers of an elective judiciary. No sooner was the decision of 
the supreme court, in the Railway Commissioners v. The 
Chicago § Alton Railroad Co., announced (which, our readers 
will remember, decided that the Act regulating railroad 
freight charges was unconstitutional), than the farmers’ 
clubs began to assail the court as antagonistic to the in< 
terests of the farmers, and, at one of the meetings, a resolu- 
tion was adopted in favour of calling a convention for the 
purpose of nominating a candidate in place of Chief Justice 
Lawrence, who wrote the opinion of the court in the case, 
and whose term is about to expire. One can very well ima- 
gine, says our contemporary, what sort of a judge such a 
convention would select ; and about whatkind of service would 
be required of him by his makers, But the bar of Judge Law- 
rence sjudicial district, appreciative of hisability, learning and 
integrity, have very unanimously joined in requesting him 
to allow his name to be presented as a candidate tor re- 
election. Judge Lawrence replied in a very dignified 
letter, accepting the invitation. In the course of his letter 
Judge Lawrence said : ** Of all classes in society, the farmers 
are most interested in having an honest judiciary, for if a 
court can be bought, it is certainly not they who will 
become the purchasers.” 





* Mrs. C. H. Nash, of Columbia, Me., having been admitted 
to the bar, has entered into partnership with her husband, 
— the firm of ‘‘ Nash & Nash, attorneys and counsellors 
at law.” 


The second reading of the Bill for the improvement of the 
relations between landlord and tenant in England, has been 
postponed until the first Wednesday in July. This means, 
apparently, that the measure is abandoned for the present 
session. 








COURTS. 


COMMON PLEAS. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Bovitt, C.J., and Grove and 
Denman JJ.) 
April 30th—Zn re an Attorney. 

In January last a rule was obtained, at the ins‘ance of 
the Law Society, which called upon an attorney of the 
court to show cause why he should not answer the matters 
contained in certain affidavits. The application will be 
found reported ante p. 248. The rule came on last Friday, 
when it appeared that the attorney had not taken office copies 
of the affidavits, and therefore could not be heard. The 
Lord Chief Justice, under these circumstances, permitted 
the case to stand over until this morning. 

Garth, Q.C. with whom was Murray, for the Law 
Seciety, now said that he understeod the attorney had not 
yet taken copies of the affidavits. He had, hewever, 
written to Mr. Williamson, the secretary to the Law 
Society, saying, ‘‘as the Court refuses to hear me unless I 
take office copies of the affidavits, and as I have not got £3 
or £4 to pay for them, it will be of no use my appearing in 
court to-morrow. I have written to the Chief Justice in- 
forming him of the reason of my not appearing.” 

Bovi1, C.J. said that he had received no such letter, and 
if he had he should have paid no attention to it. 

Garth said that a ae of this kind was peculiar to 
attorneys, and the attorney was bound to take copies of 
the affidavits and then to answer them, whereupon the 
court would deal with him as they should think right, and 
they might suspend him from practice or strike him off 
the rolls. 

Boviutt, C.J.—Very serious consequences are involved 
in a matter of this sort, and perhaps Mr. Williamson had 
better write to the attorney that the matter had been 
brought before the Court, and that they would have pro- 
ceeded to dispose of it but that they were willing to give 
him a further opportunity for appearing, and therefore the 
case would stand over until Saturday next, when they 
would proceed te dispose of it. No doubt he knew, but 
there would be no harm in his being told, that the Court 
would on that occasion, if he did not appear, proceed to act 
upon the affidavits as they stood. 

The matter was accordingly adjourned, 











GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


County Courts ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION. 

Sir, —The inconvenience arising from the conflict of deci- 
sions between the Privy Council (Carge Ex Argos and The 
Hewsons) and the Court of Common Pleas (Simpson v, Blues) 
is, as pointed out by your correspondents, Messrs. Ingledew, 
Ince, and Greening, very great. But I appreheni that any 
practitioner desirous of preferring fer a client a claim fal'ing 
within the class of cases referred to in the County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Act of 1869, will be able to make 
his elient safe on the ques‘ion of costs by applying fer an 
order of a judge for leave to commence the action, for the 
Act of 1869 will not deprive a plaintiff of costs, or make 
him liable for them, if such an order is made (see section 9). 
There can be little doubt that the judges will give such leave 
until the principle of Simpson v. Blues, or that of Cargo Ex 
Argos, has been firmly adopted by the common law courts, 
through a decision of the Exchequer Chamber or House of 
Lords. ‘Those who are to be pitied are the plaintiffs in 
actions of this description, who commenced their actions 
without obtaining the leave of a judge, relying on Simpson v. 
Blues, and who are now apprehensive that the common law 
courts may adopt the decision in Cargo Ex Argos. They 
have, probably, lost the opportunity of applying at the trial 
of the case for a certificate under section 9, *‘ that the case 
was a proper admiralty cause to be tried in a superior court.” 
It may be that the judges will feel great difficulty in giving 
such a certificate ; but it is to be hoped that in such a case 
they will interpret the words ‘‘ Admiralty cause,” to mean 
a cause which the ccunty courts have jurisdiction to try 
under the County Court Admiralty Acts. ; 

These Acts are wonderful specimens of the failure of words 

out the intention of those who use them, I donot 


co er A 
deny that they have conferred in many purely admiralty 
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matters a great benefit upon suitors. They have, however, 
attempted to go much too far in ordinary mercantile cases. 
They are so badly drawn that much time and money 
have been necessarily spent in trying to make head or tail 
of what they mean, and I imagine that the pursuit of a 
reasonable interpretation, vain though it may Pe is by no 
means at an end. 

I should like Mr. Norwood, M.P., (who, I believe, was 
the moving spirit in passing these acts,) to take note that 
in one respect the first of them has done some great deal 
of harm. The result of conferring upon county courts an 
admiralty jurisdiction in wages suits for amounts under 
as wel. as above £50, has been that in many trumpery cases 
or cases of fictitious or exaggerated claims by scamen the 
shipowners are put to heavy costs in defending themselves, 
unless they consent to pay what is little better than black 
mail to compromise the matter. For a claim of five shil- 
lings an admiralty suit i» rem for wages can be commenced, 
and for that sum a ship can be arrested. Before these Acts 
were passed seamen were obliged, except under special 
circumstances, to proceed in the police courts for claims 
not exceeding £50 (Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, sections 
188 and 189), and their claims were disposed of quickly 
and cheaply by those tribunals. G. H. 

Liverpool, April 28th, 1873. 





Ixcorporatep Law Socrery. 

Sir,—Among all the advocates for the eligibility of re- 
tiring members of the council. I cannot find one who can 
give an unequivocal reason. What are the duties of these 
gentlemen which render their experience in office so neces- 
sary? On the one hand they are said to be arduous and 
thankless, but on the other if you venture to suggest anyone 
in their stead, it is almost resented as an insult. If the 
position is such as the council have so frequently represented, 
the obvious question arises “then why cling to it?” 

In my opinion the duties can be mastered by a solicitor 
in average practice in a couple of hours. To a man of any- 
thing like energy the labour and duties area mere nothing, 
and such as almost any member of the society could under- 
take at a moment's notice. It is, therefore, extremely 
desirible that every member should have a taste both of 
the labours and ‘‘sweets’’ of office. If the eouncil have 
any respect for the profession, they will welcome an oppor- 
tunity which will enable them to repcse as much confidence 
in other members of the society as they do in themselves, 
and, therefore, acquiesce in a rule forbidding re-election. 

London, Arril 26th, 1873. A Memper. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Sir Freperick Peet, who, upon the 
passing of the Railway and Canal Traffic Bill, is to be 
Chairman of the Commission appointed under its pro- 
visions, is the second son of the Jute Sir Robert Peel. He 
was cailed to the bar at the Inner Temple ia Hilary Term, 
1849. He was for several years M P. for Bury, and we 
believo has held the offices of Under Secretary for the 
Colonies and Under Secretary at War. 

Mr. H. T. J. Macnamara, who is to be another of the 
Commissioners, was called to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 
1849, and was appointed Judge of the County Court Cir- 
cuit, No. 14, in April of last year. 





= 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors 
of this Association took place on Thursday, the 1st inst. 

The cases brought before the Board were duly considered 
—three grants were made amounting to £30—and othe 
general business was transacted. ‘The Annual General 
Court will be held on Thursday, the 29th inst. 








THe Leca Securities To Lire at Sea.—A paper on the 
above subject will be read by Commander Dawson, R.N., at 
a meeting of the Social Science Association, on Monday 
evening next. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

April 29.— Railway and Canal Trafic Bill.—This Bill 
was read a first time. 

Title ond Transfer of Land.—The Lord Chancellor in 
calling attention to the state of the law relating to the 
title of land and transfer of land described what he termed 
the cumbersome, dangerous, and expensive process which 
has to be gone into when there are to be dealings with 
land. ‘The difficulty, delay, danger, and expense which 
beset the owner every time he attempts to deal with his 
landed property are, said his Lordship, not only injurious 
to him, buat operate as a serious obstruction tc com- 
mercial transactions in land. While condemning the 
theory of a universal and equal distribution of land as a 
mere chimera, he said it is most true that it is for the in- 
terest of the community to facilitate to the greatest extent 
dealings with land. 


Resutts or Lord Wesrnury’s Measure. 

Atter referring at much length to the history of legisla- 
tion on the subject, he stated the results of the inquiry 
which has recently been made into the working of the 
legislation in this country in 1862. In the period from 
the 15th of October, 1862, when the Registrar under Lord 
Westbury’s Act was appointed, to the 9th of January, 1869 
—a period of seven and a half years—there were 547 
applications to have estates registered, in all cases with 
indefeasible titles. Of these, 274 estates have actually 
been so registered, of which the aggregate value is stated ° 
in the evidence at £3,550,761, and other titles had been 
accepted ad interim, although not perfected, comprising 
75 estates of the value of £885,590. Adding these figures, 


| the registered and accepted titles were at that time 349, 


and the value of the Jand under thom £4,439,351. Be- 
sides these, there were 54 other applications pending at 
tle time that return was made. He had not got the 
acreage of the entire quantity, but the acreage of what 
was valued at £4,068,372 was 39,911 acres, exclusive of 
buildings. Subsequent dealings with the land are thus 
stated—there had been completed registered transfers and 
mortgages—completed, 968, amounting in value to 
£2,362,974, and pending, 8l—in all, 1,049. There were 
585 separate estates on the Register, aud in ten instances 
persous who had registered were so much dissatisfied with 
the result that they had removed their estates from it. 
The main cause of failure was that to get on the Register 
the title must be a strictly marketable title, such as the 
Court of Chancery would compel an unwilling purchaser 
to accept—a sixty years’ title. The result is to exclude 
the great majority of titles if you require strict proof of 
that kind; and, therefore, you must relax it in some way 
or other if you really intend the system to be a general 
one. There is a good deal of evidence to show that the 
notices as to boundaries provoked questions between ad- 
joining proprietors, were disliked, were the subject of fear 
and uneasiness on the part of those who otherwise might 
have registered their lands, and in some cases did lead to 
the assertion of dormant claims and litigation. Then it 
was also the opinion of some solicitors that if a good system 
was to be introduced, it was necessary to revert to the 
original recommendation of the Commission of 1857 and 
confine it to the Register of fee-simple titles. In substance 
they advised a return to the principles of the Report of 
1857. Two things they recommended—first, any person 
claiming a fee-simple or a power to dispose of the fee 
should be enabled to present his title for registration, and 
the recency of the date should be no objection, precaution 
being taken against bringing fictitious titles by requiring 
affidavits and notes of inquiries on the spot, but 
the title being investigated only as from the date 
to which the owner laid claim to have his title 
fixed; and, second, whatever might be the period of 
investigation, the Registrar should be empowered to accept 
titles commonly known as good titles, though not techni- 
cally markotable. They also recommended that lands 
once on the register should not be permitted to be taken 
off, and that all transfers should be on the register, At 
the same time they recommended that the Acts Lord 
Westbury passed should still remain in operation in favour 
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of such as might wish to acquire an indefeasible or Parlia- 
mentary title. 
Provisions or Lorp SELporne’s Biut. 

He next stated the details of his measure. He proposed, 
first, to permit and to some extent to require an unfettered 
registry of all existing titles under such safeguards merely 
against fictitious claims as the Commissioners of 1869 re- 
commended. Secondly, to allow all to he registered with- 
out any certificate of title, unless the parties seeking re- 
gistration desire to have certified titles. But, at the same 
time, it is proposed to give persons the option if they think 
fit to apply for registration with certified titles, It is pro- 
posed that in all eases the registered estates should be 
either fee simple estates, or leases, or charges, and that all 
other trusts or similar interests should be protected as it 
was proposed to protect them in 1859 by notice or caveats, 
but that they should not be entered on the Registry. It is 
proposed that those interests once registered should in 
every case carry with them an absolute power of sale, no 
notice of trusts, in the absence of fraud, being a bar to the 
purchaser, and that they should never afterwards be with- 
drawn from the Register. He proposed to retain the 
provisions of Lord Westbury’s Act, and also those of the 
Bill of Lord Cairns, so as to give the benefit of registry of 
an indefeasible title to titles judicially ascertained, and in 
certain cases not necessarily ascertained by judicial pro- 
ceedings. Following the recommendantions of the Com- 
missioners of 1869 and the precedents of most of the 
Australian colonies, he proposed not to require that the 
question of boundaries should be settled between registered 
owners and joint proprietors, and also not to make it con- 
clusive in any case against persons who, not having had 
notice of the application and not having intervened, shall 
be in actual possession of the land, or any part of the 
land. He proposed to proceed through the Register-office 
and not to establish any court. Referring to the advantages 
which the Bill proposes to offer by means of registration to 
the owners of Jand for the greater security and clearness of 
their titles, he repeated that an option wonld be given to 
register. with or without a certified title. If with- 
out a certified title the owner will not be 
obliged to submit his title to any retrospective investi- 
gation. All the Registrar will have to do is to ascertain 
that there is such a state of possession as to show the ap- 
plication is bona fide and not fictitious. But if a registered 


title is sought then it may be certified either 
as absolute or limited. The absolute title will 
not exclude everything, because there are some 


obarges on Jand, such as tithe rent-charges, rights of 
way, easements, and so on, which all the Registries both 
here and in the Colonies have made the registration of 
titles subject to. An absolute title will be a title good, 
subject to those incidents noted on the register, and sub- 
ject to thet class.of charges which I have just mentioned. 
A limited title will certify that from a particular date the 
title traced backwards has been. sufficiently proved to be 
good. Everything prior to that date in the way. of abstract 
claim will remain good. But with that exception the title 
will be absolutely secure, and in the:course of time it will 
be secure altogether.. And in. the case of a title certified 
as limited, power will. be given at. any subsequent 
time, when the, means of satisfying every possible requisi- 
tion have been tried, to obtain an absolute certificate, 
He proposed to deal with the difficulty involved in the 
present requirement of a sixty years’ title in accor- 
dance with the recommendations of the Commissioners, 
The second clause of the Bill directs the Registrar 
to accept and certify as absolute a good holding title, 
according to which possession has been held for not less 
than twenty years under a conveyance for value made 
not less than twenty years back by some person claiming 
to be entitled to dispose of the fee-simple in the land. 
The Bill, of course, proposes to reserve all cases of fraud. 
It is proposed to make registration on every occasion of a 
sale of land in fee-simple compulsory after the lapse of two 
years. Summing up the provisions of the Bill, he said he 
proposed that it shall be. competent to any feé-simple 
owner of land to apply either for registration without a 
certified title, in which case the time of registration is to 
be the commencement of the registered title, or for regis- 
tration with a certified title ; and, if the latter, either for 
registration with a title certified as absolute—that is, as 





freed and discharged from all prior or adverse claims and 
interests not expressly saved by the Act, or with a title 
certified as limitei—that is, as freed and discharged from 
all prior or adverse claims and interests not expressly 
savcd by the Act, having their origin after a certain date 
to be fixed; in which case the date so fixed is to be the 
commencement of the registered title. Of course, no 
one will be compelled to register a title or submit it 
for registration, but in each case when the land is sold 
the land will be bronght on the register. In the case of 
lands held in trust, he proposed that the trustees should 
register, and the person for whose benefit the land is held 
would have nothing to do in the way of proof of title, ex- 
cept to trace that title to the trustee. 
A New Statute or Limtrations. 

He proposed to accompany this Bill with another, de- 
signed to shorten the period of limitation now allowed by 
law for bringing forward adverse claims. By the statute 
passed in the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, a period of twenty years 
is given to any pérson dispossessed, and who is under no 
disability, to bring an action or suit for the recovery of land 
or rent. A like period is given in the case of land held 
under any diseutailing assurance not effectual to bar 
remaindermen, commencing from the time when the person 
entitled ander the entail was capable of effectually barring 
it. A like period is given to a mortgagor seeking toredeem 
as against a mortgagee in possession when there has been 
no acknowledgment within that time of the right to redeem. 
A like period is given to recover any legacy or principal 
sum of money charged upon any land when there has been 
within that time no acknowledgment of the subsistence of 
the charge, and no payment of interest. It is proposed in 
all these cases to substitute the period of ten years for 
twenty. These periods of limivation do not apply at all as 
between trustee and cestui que trust, and in cases of con- 
cealed fraud the time only begins torun from the discovery 
of the fraud. There are two other provisions in the Bill 
dealing with the samé matter. By the Act of Will. 4, a re- 
versioner becoming entitled to possession after the tenant 
for life preceding him has been dispossessed is allowed the 
full period of twenty years from the time when his own 
right to possession accrues to bring his action or suit, 
however long the previous dispossession may have lasted ; 
and it is possible that, by a succession of several lifo es- 
tates, created under re-settlements made after the dis- 
possession, successive rights of action for twenty years 
each might go on accruing in this way during an extremely 
long period of time. It is proposed to give any such re- 
versioner either ten years from the time when the prece- 
ding tenant for life was dispossessed, or five years from the 
tiweerhen he himself became entitled to the possession— 
whichever of those periods may be the longest—-and no 
more. And if the right of any one such reversioner is 
barred, it is proposed that the bar should also extend to 
any subsequent reversioner whose title is derived from 
any deed, will, or instrument executed or first taking 
efféct after the original dispossession commenced. The 
other provision relates to the same Act of William IV., 
under which, if any person is under any legal disability 
when his right of action acctues, five years are allowed 
from the fime whe that “disdbility ceases, or from the 
time of his death, whichever first happens, for an action 
by hini or by any one claiming under him to recover land 
or rent, subsequent disabilities uot being regarded, and the 
same offect is given to absence beyond the seas as to a 
legal disability. It is proposed to allow in such cases 
three years only from the cessation of the disability, in- 
stead of five. Three years are allowed for the same pur- 
pose, by thé corresponding provision of the Indian Act of 
1859, and absence beyond the seas is no louger to be 
reckoned as equivalent toa disability. Upon the construc- 
tion of 3 & 4 Will. 4,c. 27, it has been judicially held 
that the period of six yenrs, limited by that Act for the 
recovery of arrears of interest on a mortgage or charge, 
does not apply if aterm of years in the land has been 
vested and is still subsisting in a trustee for the creditor 
as part of his security, although such trustee may not 
have been in possession or‘in receipt of any interest what- 
ever for a longer period than six years. It is proposed . 
now to declare that the limitation of ten years as to prin- 
cipal, and six years as to interest, shall henceforth apply 
in all such cases. It is proposed, in order that any per- 
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sons having claims which would be barred by the shortened 
periods of limitation may have a fall opportunity of pro- 
secuting them before this Act comes into operation, 
to postpone its commencement till the 1st January, 1876. 
—Lord Romilly pointed out that many of the proposals 
seemed to be taken from a Bill applicable to Ireland which 
he introduced in 1850—13 and 14 Vict., cap. 72.—Lord 
Cairns hoped that an ample period would be allowed before 
the Bill or Bills were read a second time, and he suggested 
that not less than a month should intervene before the 
second reading.—Lord Hatherley said that throughout 
the civilized world there had not for a long time been any 
civilized nation which did not possess a general system 
for the registration of land. Two points of practical diffi- 
culty had always arisen in this country. The first was the 
length of time required for the perfection of title. If you 
produced a measure which would have no considerable 
effect for sixty years, few persons would take a lively in- 
terest in it; and the difficulty would still be felt even if 
the time were limited. A second practical difficulty had 
always arisen with regard to the parcels, not only in trac- 
ing the title, but in attaching that title to specific portions 
of land. The question of a map or no map had been a long 
litigated question among reformers of the land laws. He 
did not understand clearly whether his noble and learned 
friend intended to have a map of the land or a simple 
description. 

The Bills were read a first time. 

May 1.—Supreme Court of Judicature Bill,—On the order 
for going into Committee on this Bill, Lord Redesdale 
said that instead of moving at this stage the resolutions 
of which he had given notice, he would move them on the 
ee Their Lordships then went into Committee on the 

ill. 

Clauses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were agreed to. 

On Clause 5, Lord Cairns proposed in this clause that 
the words “Lord Charcellor” be inserted in line 12 of 
page 2 of the Bill soas to provide that the Lord Chan. 
cellor should ke.a member of what is to be termed the 
High Court of Justice. He said that the 31st section 
enumerates the judges who are to constitute the various 
divisions of the High Court. It provides that the second 
division shall consist of four judges, and shall include the 
Master of the Rolls, who shall be the President, and the 
several Vice-Chancellors of the Court of Chancery, or such 
of them as shall not be transferred as ordinary judges 
to the Court of Appeal. Continuing in the Com. 
mon Law Courts five judges, and reducing the number 
of judges in the Court of Chancery from seven to four 
appeared to him to be a violent change ; bat the change is 
really greater than even section 31 would indicate, because 
another section takes the Master of the Rolls and makes 
him a member of the Court of Appeal. It is wholly out of 
the question that the Master of the Rolls can perform the 
double functions of a member of the Court of Appeal and a 
Judge of Primary Jurisdiction in the Court of Chancery, 
The constant attendance of all the members of the Court 
of Appeal will be required ; so that as the Bill stands the 
Court of Chancery will consist of nominally four members, 
but in reality only three, because the Master of the Rolls 
will be taken away to serve as one of the members of the 
Court of Appeal. He next referred to the state of business 
in the Court of Chancery, citing the letters which had re- 
cently appeared in the Times, and pointing ont that since 
the Bill provides that the evidence in the Court of Chan- 
cery shall be taken viva voce, there will be a greater de- 
mand on the time of the judges. As to the snggestion that 
by the provisions of this Bill there will be s power to 
supplement the strength of the Court of Chancery by 
passing into it Judges from any of the other Courts, he 
said that for years there will not be judges in the Common 
Law Courts willing and competent to administer in the Court 
of Chancery @ system in which they are entirely untrained. 
He objected to the way the Court of Chancery is treated 
numerically by this Bill, and he objected still more strongly 
to the way in which it is treated morally. The Lord 
Chancellor is entirely dissevered from the Court of Chan. 
cery. He will not only be & stranger in the Court of 
Chancery, but he will be only a unit in the Appeal Court. 
In the offices of the Court of Chancery questions are con- 
stantly arising which are submitted to the Lord Chancellor 
for his opinion and advice. Again, when the right of 





ee 


appeal will be contracted by the provision allowing 
only one appeal from the original judge, the dis- 
cretionary arrangement of having a case heard by two 
judges instead of by one becomes very important. 
Lastly, he referred at some length to the letters from the 
Equity Barto the Lord Chancellor.—The Lord Chancellor, 
referring to the Equity protests, said that although, if a 
necessity were’shown for an increased number of judges, 

every Government must be disposed to provide for the 
due administration of justice, yet, subject to that the mul- 

tiplication of Judges beyond the necessity of the case is in 

itself an evil, not only on account of the expense unneces- 

sarily thrown on the public, but also because the more 

persons you employ to do the work, if they are beyond the 
number really required, the greater risk there is of its 
being done less energetically than it would otherwise be 
done, and, at the same time, the greater the risk, from the 
inevitable infirmities of mankind, of multiplying the di- 

versity of opinion in judgment, instead of tending to the 
greater perfection or improvement of the law. The panic 
lest Equity Jurisprudence should disappear from among us, 
he said, is a thing of comparatively very modern growth. 
Those great masters of Jurisprudence who founded our 

system of Equity were nurtured in Common Law, and down 
to very recent times such Judges as Hardwicke, Eldon, and 

Kenyon were deemed to be equally well qualified to 

preside in the highest Courts of Equity and Law. Lord 
Eldon himself—one of the greatest masters of Equity 
Jurisprudence that ever lived—did not'think he was endan- 
gering the purity of Equity administration by recommend- 
ing the appointment of two successive Judges who never 

practised at the Equity Bar, Lord Gifford and Lord Lynd- 
hurst, to the office of Master of the Rolls, where each had 
to dispose alone of Equitable cases. An Equity 
Jurisdiction was administered by the Court of Ex- 
chequer, aud in that Court Judges who had never 
practised in the Court of Equity sat as Judges of First 
Instance alone, and by themselves administered Equity. 
Dealing with the comparison between the numbers of 
Common Law and Equity judges, he admitted that in 
point of fact the business of the Court of Chancery is 
greater, or certainly not less, than the aggregate business 
of the Courts of Common Law. But, in making a com. 

parison between the two branches, it is to be remem- 

bered that the Judges of the Court of Chancery represer.t 
four courts, whereas the fifteen judges in the Conrts of 
Common Law represent three, and although it is perfectly 
true that there is some business which may be done by a 

single Judge, or by two Judges, yet practically the busi- 

ness not despatched on Circuit is done by three Courts, 
and not by as many Courts as would be constituted if all 
the Common Law Judges sat alone. The fact is that all 
questions of law, or nearly all, which have any nicety are 
reserved from the jury trials and come before the three 
Courts sitting in banco. Dealing with the question of 
the Court of the Master of the Rolls, he maintained that 
under the Bill the Master of the Rolls would be as effec- 

tive a Judge of First Instance as he isat present. It is 

quite true that he, like the two Lords Chief Justices aud 
the Lord Chief Baron, would be also a member of the’ 
Court of Appeal, but it would not be in contemplation that 
he should be constantly withdrawn from thé Rolls’ Court 
to sit in the Court of Appeal, but only that he should 
come there when it shonld appear extremely desirable. 
Equity will be most powerfully represented in the Court of 
Appeal, and though the occasional of the 
Master of the Rolls and of the Chief Justices may be 

desirable, it will not be absolutély necessary, The con- 
dition of business in the Court of Chancery, ‘he said, 

according to the information he had, was not quite so 
bad as it was represented to be. These are the real facts— 
There were 69 causes in the Court of the Master of the Rolls, 
of which 21 have been heardand disposed of ; 193in the Court 
of Vice-Chancellor Malins, 55 in that of Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, and 190 in that of Vice-Chancellor Wickens. Some 
of these have been disposed of. There is at present an 
order being issued to transfer some of the business from 
the two Courts which were crowded to the Court of the 
Master of the Rolls. An examination of the state of the 
first twenty cases on the lists in the several courts will 
show us what is the exact state of the business, because 
those cases at the head of the list must include the undaly 
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delayed, if there be such. He had already said that | was declared duly elected, although only a very small 


twenty-one cases on the list of the Master of the Rolls had 
been heard since the commencement of term; but these 
cases were not all taken from the top of the list, because 
the parties to those at the top of the list were not ready, 
and others lower down were taken out of their turn. Of 
those remaining not less than eleven wait for the parties, 
and nine of them were set down in the present year. In 
Vice-Chancellor Malins’ Court four cases await the parties, 
and of the first twenty nine were set down this year, four 
were set down in April, 1872, five in May, and one in June. 
As these stand at the head of the list, it is reasonable to 
assume that the rest have been set down considerably 
within the year. In Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s Court there 
were set down one case this year, two in May, 1872, one in 
July, two in August, three in November, and 11 in Decem- 
ber, a very few months ago. In Vice-Chancellor Wickens’ 
Court three cases were set down this year, two in April 
last, one in July, two in August, one in October, and 
eleven in November, afew months ago. As to the position 
of the Lord Chancellor he will not be only a member of the 
Court of Appeal under this Bill ; he will be the head of the 
Supreme Court, comprehending the Court of Appeal and 
the High Court, a position not less important than he 
now occupies. In some respects the Bill will increase his 
power, because all officers who will be officers of the entire 
Court will be under this Bill under the especial patronage 
and superintendence of the Lord Chancellor a3 much as 
the officers of the Court of Chancery are now. Under this 
aniendment the Lord Cliancellor would be at the head of a 
particular division which he has never been before, 
wherein he will not be really a Judge of First Instance 
for any practical purposes, and the Master of the 
Rolls’ office will undergo some corresponding diminution. 
—Lord Romilly supported the amendment of his noble and 
learned friend, chiefly on the ground of the influence 
which the Lord Chancellor should exercise with regard to 
the officials of the Court.—Lord Hatherley pointed out 
that within the last ten years four Lord Chancellors have 
been appointed from the Common Law Bar, and another 
had practised both at the Common Law and the Chancery 
Bars. The real truth of the case was this—when certain 
technicalities were brushed away there could not be any 
solid distinction in the administration of justice between 
man and man. 
addressed to the Lord Chancellor by members of the 
Chancery Bar on the subject of this Bill, he should have 
great hesitation if he thought those memorials represented 
the universal judgment of the profession. He apprehended 
that if there was one thing more true than another it 
was this—that Lhe Common Law Judges would be de‘ighted 
te have it in their power to administer full justice 
without being hampered by those conditions which at pre- 


sent prevented them from doing so in many cases. The 
Committee divided, with the following result— 
Contents sei Dr Dale Fisarraveu ees pen tak sete 
DROID  i9te iei cs see vb! = oer 40+ 
Majority for the amendment —18 


Lord Salisbury moved that members of the Appellate 
Court should be ¢x-officio Peers as long as the tenure of 
their office lasted. He maintained that his proposal would 
be advantageous in continuing the connection of the House 
of Lords with the final Court of Appeal, and in adding 
members to the House who would exercise an important 
influence in the transaction of business.—Lord Granville 
remarked upon the absence of all political or personal 
asperity which had characterised the discussion on the 
Bill, but he thought it desirable not to introduce into it 
any collateral matter not absolutely necessary, and the 
proposal just made had, he thought, better be made the 
subject of a separate measure.—Lord Grey supported 
the proposal, but Lord Salisbury withdrew it. The Bill 
with some verbal amendments passed through com- 
mittee, 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 25.—The Galway Election Petition.—On the 


Order of the Day for going into Committee of Supply, 
Mr. O’Conor called attention to the judgment of the 
Court of Common Pleas in Dublin in the case of the 
late Galway Election Petition, by which Major Trench 





As to the memorials which had been ; 





minority of the electors had voted for him, and to the 
state of the law relating to the trial of Parliamentary 
Election Petitions, and moved, “ That, in the opinion 
of this House, the present system of trying Election 
Petitions is unsatisfactory and requires alteration.” He 
said that during the discussion of one of the amendments 
proposed to the Ballot Bill the Solicitor-General declared 
his opinion that in the case of a disputed election no can- 
didate ought to be allowed to take his seat unless he had 
polled a majority of the votes. The Attorney-General and 
the Vice-President of the Council expressed similar senti- 
ments and the House, acting on that view, rejected the 
amendment of the hon. member for Reading. Within two 
months afterwards, however, the Galway trial came up 
and shattered the Solicitor-General’s law, and the principle 
was introduced which the House had condemned and the 
Government had thought it undesirable for the House to 
adopt. He referred to the opinions of Willes J., and Black- 
barn, J., as to the advisability of having two members of 
Parliament associated with the judges in the trial of 
election petitions, and he urged that, as to questions of law, 
there should be an appeal, and that in case the Court of 
Appeal was equally divided in opinion, an appeal to a 
higher Court should be provided. Mr. T. Collins, who 
thought it unadvisable to condemn the Election Petitions 
Act unless the House was prepared to amend it, re- 
ferred to instances in which election committees had 
differed as to the circumstances under which votes were 
thrown away and the minority candidates declared duly 
elected, aud he urged that Parliament should pass a short 
Bill defining under what circumstances votes were thrown 
away. Mr. Butt said he had wished to refer the ques- 
tion to a Select Committee. Discussing the law as to dis- 
qualification, he said that when an elector voted fora 
candidate whom he perfectly well knew to be disqualified, 
he no more discharged the duty cast upon him by the law 
than if he voted for a dead person, and his vote was thrown 
away. But, on the other hand, if the vote was to be 
deemed to have been thrown away, it should be shown 
that the voter had the disqualification distinctly in 
his mind, and his vote must have amounted to an act 
of wilfuluess or perversity, In cases short of that 
he was not prepared to seat a minority candidate.—Dr. 
Ball concurred in this view, and contended that the Court 
of Common Pleas had acted on it, though the judges had 
differed as to the question of fact whether the notoriety of 
disqualification was sufficient to invalidate the votes given 
for Captain Nolan.—The Attorney-General also agreed in 
the statement of the rule of law, that there should not 
only be disqualification but proof that the voter had 
knowledge of the disqualification or had notice that the 
candidate was qualified and yet voted for him notwithstand.- 
ing such notice. But although the principles of disqualifi- 
cation were pressed further by the Court in this case than 
they had ever been taken before, it should be remembered 
that errors occurred in the proceedings of all tribunals, 
that everybody had perfect confidence in the uprightness 
of the tribunal in thig case, that the cases decided by it 
had been few, and the principles and practice of the 
tribunal had hardly yet been confirmed. On the whole, 
he did not see that any good would be got from the 
suggestions offered for the amendment of the existing 
tribunal ; and although the question was a graveone, he did 
not think the House yet had any materials for a salutary 
change in thelaw. The motion was negatived. 

The Workshops Act.—Mr. C. Dalrymple called attention 
to numerous evasions and failures in the enforcement of 
the Workshops Acts in various parts of the country. He 
advocated an increase in the number of inspectors.—Mr. 
Mundella, Mr. F. Powell, and Lord J. Manners also spoke 
of the partial enforcement of the Acts, aud urged the ap- 
pointment of additional inspectors.—Mr. Bruce said that 
the number of inspectors had been increased of late 
from 22 in 1864 to 54, and he hoped in due time that the 
whole country would be covered. 

The case of Mr. M’Aleese.—Sir J. Gray called attention 
to the harsh treatment in prison of Mr. M‘Aleese, the 
Editor of the Belfast newspaper, committed by Mr. Justice - 
Lawson for contempt of Court. The Marquis of Harting- 
ton, said the reports were in Dublin, and he was unable to 
give much information. 
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The Charity Commissioners.—In committee of supply 
in reply to Mr. Sclater-Booth, Mr. Gladstone said, that 
when a vacancy occurred in the office of Charity Commis- 
sioners, the Government were anxious, in the interests of 
public economy, to effect a saving by reducing the number 
of the Charity Commissioners. The present arrangement 
had been consequently made, by which two Commissioners 
were discharging the work, but that work had considerably 
increased, and the arrangement must therefore be regarded 
as experimental. The Government were desirous of dis- 
pensing with the services of a third Commissioner if pos. 
sible, but then they were anxious not to be obliged to 
refer again to the House for his salary, if it should be found 
necessary to fill up the appointment. 

The Canonries Bill.—This Bill passed through Com- 
mittee. 

April 28.—The Railway and Canal Commissioncrs.—Mr. 
Chichester Fortescue stated to the House the names of the 
gentlemen who had expressed their willingness to accept 
the appointments of Railway and Canal Commissioners in 
the event ofthe Bill which wa; now passing through Parlia- 
ment becoming law. Their names were as follows :— 
The Right Hon. Sir Frederick Peel, Mr. William Price, 
now M.P. for Gloucester, and Mr. Macnamara, now a 
county court judge. There was no foundation for any of 
the reports which had appeared in the public journals 
as to these appointments having been offered to other 
gentlemen than those he had just named. 

Railway and Canal Trafic Bill—On the motion that 
this Bill be read a thirdtime,—Sir H. Croft moved that 
the Bill be recommitted for the purpose of inserting clauses 
relating to the powers of the Commissioners, to railway 
stations or level crossings reported dangerous, to the pro- 
per and efficient lighting of carriages, and to the provision 
of a remedy for inconvenient and unreasonable running of 
trains.—Mr. Newdegate seconded the amendment.—Mr. 
Cross remarked that tlre Commissioners were appointed for 
a totally different purpose from that provided for in tho 
proposed clauses—-namely, to carry into effect the provi- 
sions of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act as amended. 
The matters brought under the attention of the House 
were of great importance, and he hoped the Board of Trade 
would not lose sight of them.—Sir C. Adderley supported 
the amendment. The powers in question would not be 
acquired cr exercised by the Board of Trade, and ought 
to be committed to the Commissioners appointed by the 
Bill. If they were to have a costly Commission, at all 
events let them have duties performed which if not under- 
taken by them would not be performed at all.—Mr. C. 
Fortescue opposed the amendment. Tho House should 
remember that they had arrived at the third reading 
stage, and were not in Committee on the Bill, and that the 
measure from first to last was a Traffic Bill. After some 
further conversation the amendment was withdrawn and 
the Bill was read a third time and passed. 

Stipsndiary Magistrates (Scotland) Bill was read a 
second time. 

Australasian Colonies (Customs’ Duties) Bill passed 
through Committee. 

Poor Allotments Management Bill passed through Com- 
mittee. 

Canonries Rill.—This Bill was read a third time and 
passed. 

Woods and Forests —Mr. W. U. Gladstone brought in a 
Bill to make provisions as to certain portions cf Her 
Majesty’s woods, forests, and land revenues. The greater 
part of the evening was occupied with the discussion of the 
Budget. 

April 30th.—Women’s Disabilities Bill—Mr. Jacob 
Bright, in moving the second reading of this Bill, said that 
the introduction of the ballot removed one objection to 
giving the franchise to women, because it had proved that 
elections could be conducted with perfect peace and order, 
and that women would be no more inconvenienced at the 
ballot-box than at the theatre or concert room. The re- 
jection of the Bill was moved by Mr. Bouverie and 
supported by Mr. Leatham who asked what would be 
thought if a great measure was stopped in its career be- 
cause the Attorney-Gereral had eloped with the Solicitor- 
General, or if public business were suspended on account 
of the accouchement of the Prime Minister? Mr. Bruce 
stated that there was-a difference of opinion among the 





members of the Government on the subject, but said that 
he would vote against the second reading. After much 
discussion the Bill was thrown out on a division by 222 to 
155. 

Law Agents (Scotland).—The Lord Advocate introduced 
a Billto amend the law relating to law agents in Scotland. 

The Fairs Bill passed through Committee. 

The Poor Allotments Management Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JAMES R. HOPE SCOTT, D.C.L., Q.C. 


We regret to announce the death of this learned gentle- 
man on Tuesday last. Mr. James Robert Hope-Scott was 
the third son of General the Hon. Sir Alexander Hope, 
G.C.B., Lieutenant-Governor of Chelsea Hospital, and 
second son of John, second Earl of Hopetoun, by his third 
marriage with Lady Elizabeth Leslie, second daughter of 
Alexander, fifth Earl of Leven and Melville. He was born 
in 1812, and married first, 19th August, 1847, Charlotte 
Harriet Jane, daughter of the late Mr. John Gibson Lock- 
hart and granddaughter of Sir Walter Scott, Bart. On his 
marriage with this lady he took the name of Scott. She 
died on the 20th October, 1858, leaving a daughter. Mr. 
Hope-Scott married, in January 7, 1861, Lady Victoria 
Alexandrina, eldest daughter of the Duke of Norfolk, and 
sister of the present duke. She died in December, 
1870, leaving a son and three daughters. Mr. Hope- 
Scott was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Hilary Term, 1838, and was made a Queen’s Counsel in 
1849. He was well known for many years as one of the 
leaders of the Parliamentary Bar, but retired some time ago 
owing to failing health. 








THE JUDICATURE BILL. 


The following letter has been sent to the Lord Chancellor 
and to each member of the Select Committee of the House of 
Lords on the Judicature Bill:— 

Lincoln’s Inn, April 23. 

To the Right Honourable the Lord High Chancellor. 

My Lord,—As members of the Equity Bar practising in the 
Court of which your Lordship is now the head, we venture 
with great respect to lay before your Lordship the following 
considerations with reference to the Judicature Bill pending 
before Parliament. 

From the terms of the Bill, and from the views expressed 
in your Lordship’s published speeches, we believe that your 
Lordship will agree that the only fusion of Law and Equity 
which can be advantageous to the public must be a union by 
which, whenever the decisions of the Courts of Law and of 
Equity would at present conflict, the doctrines of. Equity 
should be adopted instead of those of the Common Law. 

In the Bill before Parliament the paramount authority of 
the Courts of Chancery, by which this result is now obtained, 
is abolished. For the Courts of Chancery there is substituted 
a division consisting of five Judges. From this division the 
Lord Chancellor will be entirely separated. Of these five 
Judges one is to be the Judge of the Admiralty Court, and 
the time of the four other Judges of this division will be 
much occupied with mere administration businese, More- 
over, the business of the London Court of Bankruptcy is to 
be transacted in this division, and the head of the division 
is also to be a member of the Court cf Appeal. In the other 
divisions there is no Equity Judge. 

By the Bill, as now framed, the administration of a system 
of law in which Equity is to predominate, and the power of 
settling the mode of procedure, are committed to a body 
of Judges, three-fourths of whom are Common Law Judges, 
and to an Appeal Court in which no provision is made for 
a due proportion.of Judges trained in the doctrines and 
practice of Equity, 

We cannot help apprehending that the result of such a 
system will be not to effect the desired fusion, but to en- 
danger the very existence of Equity jurisprudenc. 

We think it right to address your Lordship at this moment 
lest our silence should be interpreted as acquiescence in the 
view that the Bill in its present form is calculated to effect a 
beneficial fusion of Law and Equity. 

We humbly hope that in the further consideration of the 
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Bill now before Parliament measures may be adopted to re- 
move the anomalies which we have referred to. 
We have sent a copy of this letter to each member of the 
Committee. 
We have the honour to subscribe curselyes, my Lord, 
your Lordship’s most obedient servants, 
J. Shapter, J. P. De Gex, Benjamin Hardy, Geo. Little, 
E.R. Karslake, W, Wyllys Mackeson, C. T. Swanston, 
H. Fox Bristowe, J. Napier Higgins, Alexr, Edwd. 
Miller, H. M. Jackson, William Bulkeley Glasse, 
T. W. Greene, R. P. Amphlett, J. H. Palmer, R. 
Baggallay, Thomas Southgate, James Dickinson, 
Jolin Pearson, Henry Cotton, Edward E, Kay, A.S. 
Eddis, G. Osborne Morgan, Edward Fry, N. Lindley. 





The following letter to the Lord Chancellor was settled 
on Monday evening last by some 20 members of the Outer 
Equity Bar hastily collected, and before 4 o’clock on Tues- 
day was spontaneously signed by upwards of 350 bar- 
risters. 

Lincoln’s-inn, April 29, 1873, 

To the Right Hon. the Lord High Chaucellor. 

My Lord,—After the publication of the letter in which 
the Queen's Counsel practising in the Court of Chancery 
have laid before your Lordship their suggestions on the sub- 
ject of the Judicature Bill, we feel that the members of the 
Outer Bar cannot, without danger of misconception, longer 
preserve silence. Wo entirely concur in the opinions of 
the Inner Bar. Like them we are glad to believe that it 
is your Lordship’s purpose, while harmonising the proc: dure 
of the Conrts, to maintain the supremacy of Equity princi- 
ples where they conflict with the doctrines of the Common 
Law; but we share their apprehension that the Bill, if 
passed as it now stands, will endanger the very existonce 
of Equity Jurisprudence. 

We desire, as briefly as may be, to state the reasons 
which have forced this conclusion upon us. 

Equity Jurisprudence has been maintained up to the 
present time solely by the paramount authority of the 
Court of Chancery, the life and essence of which have been 
derived from its association with the Lord Chancellor. 
The Bill proposes to sever this association and destroy this 
authority. It does not, as it seems to us, substitute any 
means of preserving intact the spirit of the jurisprudence 
created by the long line of your Lordship’s illustrious 
predecessors. 

Equity has hitherto been administered by Judges 
learned in its doctrines and imbued with its traditions. 
The scheme of the Bill appears to be to occupy the Judges 
who have studied Equity mainly with administrative work, 
and to entrust litigation involving the gravest equitable 
questions to tribunals unfamiliar with the doctrines and 
out of harmony with the traditions of that branch of Juris- 
prudence. 

We cannot think. that any law can survive unimpaired 
unless administered by Courts habituated to grasp and 
sympathise with its highest doctrines. 

We are also convinced that the procedure embodied in 
the Bill and its Schedule would be fatal alike to the effi- 
ciency and economy which are to be desired in the admin- 
istration of justice. 

Our experience of the Chaucery reforms commenced in 
1852 has satisfied us that a system of pleading which pro- 
vides for each party stating in a printed document the facts 
on which he relies prevents miscarriage, and greatly re- 
duces expense. The machinery which the Bill proposes to 
substitute would we believe seriously increase the costs and 
the risks of litigation. 

We feel very strongly that the opportunity afforded by the 
introduction of so important a measure might well be used 
to give to the Court of Chancery such judicial strength 
as would enable the Judges to keep down accumulating 
arrears, to dispose of much important business now neces- 
sarily left to the Chief Clerks, and to take before them- 
selves the evidence of witnesses who, under the present 
practice, are examined and cross-examined out of Court. - 

In our opinion, no scheme for the fusion of Law and 
Equity will be effective without the appointment in every 
Court of an adequate number of Judges practically con- 
versant with the principles and the administration of 
Equity. 

We hope that it will not be found impracticeble so to 





modify the Bill as to meet the objections to which, in its 
present form, it appears to be open, and to effect the 
really comprehensive reform which we feel sure your 
Lordship has at heart. 

As the} discussion in Committee is fixed for Thursday 
next, we trust that we shall not appear wanting in courtesy 
if we make this communication public without delay. 

We have the honour to subscribe ourselves, my Lord 

Your Lordship’s most obedient servants. 

C. Chapman Barber,C, R. Freeling, Charles Hall, 

W. Speed, C. M. Roupell, S. Cracknall, W. H. G. 
Bagshawe, G. W. Hemming, H. Rowcliffe, Graham 
Hastings, F. W. E. Everitt, J. W Chitty, F. North, 
W. F. Robinson, A. G. Marten, E. Macnaghten, A. 
Kekewich, M. Cookson, H. Davey, John Lorence 
Bird, John Caldecott, Jacob Waley, C. T. Simpson, 
William Pearson, H. Cadman Jones, J. W. William. 
son, I’. Waller, W. W. Karslake, William Freeman, 
J.T. Humphry, Cecil H. Russell, Benjamin Bickley 
Rogers, J. Westlake, Fielding Nalder, Frederick T, 
White, G. W. Collins, James Charles Whitehorne, 
George T. Barrett, Martin Ware, John Cutler, 
James W. Langworthy, Thomas Rawlinson, F. A. 
Bedwell, E. J. Bevir, A, J. Hamilion Humphreys, 
Richard Horton Smith, Joseph Beaumont, F. Hoare 
Colt, J; E. Woodroffe, Edgar Rodwell, W. P. 
Jolliffe, Frank W. Bush, Locock Webb, F. M. White- 
ford, W. W. Cooper, Thomas Brooksbank, Edward 
P. Wolstenholme, Robert Romer, Decimus Sturges, 
C. W. Bardswell, Spencer Vincent, E.*Chisholm 
Batten, Smith Osler, Francis Webb, T. W. Wigles- 
worth, Francis H. Bacon, Thomas H. Machlachlan, 
Edmund James, George Miller, H. C. Deane, Phillip 
B. Abraham, John Fletcher, John C. Colville, T. L. 
Croome, Henry C. Hull, F.C. J. Millar, H. H. C. 
Hardy,'l. P, Wilkinson, F. Y. Bush. W. Moorshead, 
T. Brooksbank, W. L, Williams, W. L. Cabell, S. S. 
Wiggs, W. J. Harvey, E.S. Ford, E. E, Durn, William 
Lonsdale, W. W. Barry, John H. O, Glynn, John D. 
Davenport, Frederick P. Morris, George James 
Dancan, W. Talbot Agar, W. J. Kaye, Robert 
Morris, Hubert Seymour Leeson, C. E, Bunskill 
Cooke, Edmund Storymaskelyne, Thomas Pain, R. 
W. Windle, James Mowatt, George Lovell, H. R. 
Young, James Grosvenor Wood, J. W. de L, Giffard, 
Charles Browne, Leonard Field, Thomas Tindal 
Methold, Francis Gould. George Williamson, Charles. 
Plummer,’ John *Chester, Jason Smith, G. Wood- 
ford Lawrence, James B. Davidson, W. W. 
Streeton, Walter C. Renshaw, J. G. A. Williams, 
William Barber, John Crossley, John Rigby, Joseph 
M. Solomon, A. Cowper Ranyard, David Pitcarn, 
Edward Bory, W. E..M. Tomlinson, W. 8S. 
Ferrers, D. G. Begg, F. G. Bagshawe, 8S. B. L. 
Druce, J. J. Maclaren, W. J. Belt, William 
Worsley Knox, George Wells, E. C. W- 
Austin, Edward Ford, G. A. Holmes, H. Barton 
Buckley, H. B. Rowan, J. H. Redman, Frederick 
Turner, Robert Swan, F. Hitchcock, Alfred Andrew 
Andrew, W. L. Terry, G.S. Law, James Mander, 
H. 8. Ince, Charles J. Elton, Charles O. Boys, E. L. 
Nugent, Alfred J. Pound, ©. Marett, Charles T. 
Mitchell, Daniel Jones, John M. Maidelow, Charles 
Turner, Thomas Cope, A. R. Rudall, Thomas Brett, 
Henry Peat, Samuel Blackmoor, G. Pemberton 
Leach, Edward Hadley, Alexander Dauney, Ben- 
jamin Eyre, J. T. Hopwood, G, Murray, G. 0. 
Edwards, Newton Smart, Marcus B. Huish, F. H. 
Law, E. W. Byrne, Percy W. Bunting, A. D. Tyssen, 
James Stirling, Thomas F. Kirby, T. D. Tremlett, 
W. F. Phillpotts, J. Wilkinson, G. Welby King, 
James F. Oswald, George Borthwick, William 
Whitley, Edward Wingficld, He B. Howard, 
R. Gaskell, Frederick Pollock, Alexander 
’ Giffard, George N. Yool, H. T. Shebbeare, Edward 
“Martin, Henry Dart, Reginald J. Cust, R. W. 
Klliott Forster, Algernon Bathurst, Robert Howell, 
W.H. Deverell, A. Laidlay, C. E. Hensley, H. M. 
Doughty, J. Silvester, A. M. Baillie, W. J.. 
Bethell, H. J. Tweedy, H. Lewis, W. Brodrick, C. 
A. Holmes, J. G. Wood, R. Neville, R. 8S. Lewis, A. 
H. Paley, H. Peto, J. Simmonds, R. T. Boult, G. C 
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Price, G. J. F. Cooke, William Latham, Aubrey St. 
John Clerke, J. W. Williamson, jun., Thomas E. 
Winslow, F. G. Luke, Gerard B. Finch, C. Parke, 
Henry Sargant, Robert Melville, Philip Smith, S. 
J. Housley, Arthur Dixon, W. B. Badnell, W. C 

Druce, H. W. Elphinstone, Frederick Dumergue, 
R. F. Macswinney, H. R. Droop, J. Badcock, W. 
Brusfield, W. F. Agnew, George Daw, L, Yate 
Lee, J. H. Burbury, H. Godefroi, E. W. 
Stock, Walter Cooke, W. Whitworth, 
E. R. J. Howe, E. R. C. Hanson, Charles S. Medd, 
W. G. Robinson, J. S. Colquhoun, B. Kisch, H. G. 
Bissill, J. G. Laing, W. Joyce, J. T. Lingen, A. G. 
Langley, J. Whitcomb, E. B. Cooper, A. Stewart, A. 
Dryden, H. W. May, R. Rundall, H. D. Home, 
Frank Heal, J. S. Pace, H. J. Hood, G. Blakesley, 
G. Long, J. J. Jervis, O. L. Clare, De C. Atkins, 
R. Moon, C. C. Berkeley, T. Hutton, W. R. Fisher, 
E. Ward, J. Dixon, Richard Marrack, C. B. Locock, 
K. R. Gayer, J. R. Griffith, J. E. MyIne, E. E. Witt, 
J. W. Dunning, Alfred Whitaker, C. A. Sheppard, 
W. Knight, D. L. Alexander, W. N. Lawson, A. B. 
Ragnold, A. J. Goodford, Fred. Green, T. D. Salmon, 
Edmund Harrison, F. J. Wood, P. A. Kingdon, W. 
F, Buchanan, Andrew Thompson, E. G. White, R. 
Butler, G. H. Lea, George Farwell, H. Liebstein, S. B. 
Butler, T. E. Foakes, W. Payne, A. Mott, M, J. Joyce, 
H. Casson, E. Symonds, F. Thompson, R. I. Tidswell, 
E. Nash, John Whitehead, J: L. Godlee, Frederick 
Currey, F.C. Reeves. F. W. Maclean, A. P. Whately, 
W. B. Coltman, G. B. Raker, R, O. Turner, Stephen 
Blount, E. T. Holland, Charles Royle, J, H: Boome, 
A.B. Terrell, H. C. Phear, J, E. Home, J. W. Carlile, 
J. Armstrong, E. J. Poster, R.'G. Marsden, A. T. 
Watson, T. A. Roberts, Sefton Strickland, Frederick 
Ramadge, A. W. O’Neitl, A, C. Humphreys, G. 
¥. Cottrill, ‘W. A. Leech, E: Cutler, H. 8. Parker, 
H. “L. Buck,’ H. §. ‘Hume, W. F. Ray, Arthur 
Sterry, W. Henfrey, E. W.'R: Cook, E? “A. Geare, 
Herbert Lake, Edward Chitty, T: J. Edwards, E. C. 
Willis, U. M. Warmington, W. B. Skene, J.'R. Peck, 
T. Ribton, W. H. ‘Torriano, W. P, Dickins, H. T. 
Banning, F. T. Proctor, F. A. Lewin, H, L: Fraser, 
H. Fellows, C. H. Smith, C. L, Sayer, Richard 
Egerton, F. A, Burgett, F. Stallard, W. H. Towns- 
end. 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 

Last Quotation, May 2, 1873. ; 
3 per Genk. Conmnls, oF Annuities, April, 85 9f . 
Ditto for Account, May 5, 93§ } Do. (Red Sen T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92g - Ex Bills ,21000, — per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 923 vy Ditto;£500, Do —par 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, !94 | Ditto, £100 & £200, —par 
Do, 24per.Cont., Jan. '94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
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10 Railways. ‘Paid. Closing Prices. ||. 
Stock Bristol and Exeter .,....sescssssees 100 112 
Stock’ Caledonian Soeases eatdeer fleets! 100 97 
Stock’ Giasgow ahd Somtins-Westetn .jis0006.4,....cravel 100, 126 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock: .,.4.. sree} 100 42 
Stock Great Northern . 106 — 

; ; 1 

T1i4 
193g 

Stock’ Lancashire and Yorkshire ........:ccsesesie-seree| 100 149 
Stock, London, Brighton, an@ South Quast ....0.:..... 100 74 
Stock, London, Chatham, and Dover...i....disessissscee{! 100 234 
Stock, London and WeSGEET | «...cadeneprepeteeeeet) 100 i44 
Stcck London and South Western. .cre..ecseses-ssseesee, 100 1054 
tock! Manchester, SlieMeld, und Liveola 1. 100 80 
Stock! ‘Metr p 1" ¥ od x ¢ a j 100 i 7 
Stock} | Do., Distriet : Hoste vgvoseas] ) 100. 32 
Stock Mid ~ ‘ ¥ 4 ' 18 136 
tock North Britian ...... ele ees 1 68 
Seetus Moben telberssatidiall mmaiaale satan 4003}>°!\ £362 
Stock} Norsh London 3 ro ae oe » 100 i) 
Stock) North Staffordshire ..4......cceccereerseese-cesseeee) 100 70 
Stock South Devon ee! 12 
Stock) South-Eastern ....s..6...sc0rce-ceeseeverees jee -edscerde } 108 


® A receives no dividend until 6 per coat. has been paid to B. 
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INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


{ndia Stk.,10jpCt.Apr.’74,205 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
| Ditto,5$ per Cent.,May,’79 105 
| Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


Vitto 5 per Cent., July,’80 111 
April,’64— 


Ditto for Account,— p 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct.'’88 105 | Do.Do,5 per Cent.,Aug.’73 101 
Ditto, ditto Certificates, — | Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 
Ditto Eufaced Ppr.,t per Cont.97| Ditte, ditto, under £1008 


Money Market AnD City [NTELLIGHNGE. 


The Bank rate of discount remains unaltered. There is 
a trifling improvement in the proportion of reserve to lia- 
bilities, that proportion being increased from about 33 per 
cent. last week to 33} per cent. this week. The railway 
market upto Wednesday evening was, on the whole, dall, and 
was adversely affected by the result of the division in the 
Honse on the proposal for the purchase of the Ivish rail- 
ways. There was a decline of no less than 5 in Anglo- 
American Telegraph on Tuesday, aud a further fall of 3¢ 
on Wednesday. In foreign stocks the chief feature has 
been the activity of transactions in French stock, large 
quantities of which have changed hands, but the price has 
not fluctuated greatly. Dutch stocks have fallen again. 

At the annual meeting, last Tuesday, of the Reliance 
Mutual Life Assurance Society, it was announced that 798 
policies were issued in the past year, assuring £270,823, 
producing annual premiums amounting to £8,756, The total 
incomes, from. premiums was £68,555, from which £3,169 
was paid for re-assurances, and the interest and dividends 
on.loans and investments amounted to £13,187, The net 
liability on the entire assurance risks is ascertained to be 
£281,116, whilst the accumulated funds, after.the elimina- 
tion of every bad and doubiful debt amount, to £317,536 ; 
there is, therefore, a difference of £36,419 in favour of the 
society,. which amount, less the usual reserve, is available 
for division among the participating members. 

The British and Foreign Water and Gas Works Company 
(Limited) invite subscriptions for £250,000 in preferred 
shares of £20 each, at 7 per cent., of the Beyrout Water 
Works Company (Limited). The prospeetas states that the 
company has heen established for the purpose of develop. 
ing a valuable concession granted by the Municipality of 
Beyrout, and confirmed by the Sulten’s Firman, for the 
supply of water to the town and enyirons of Beyrout for 
forty years, for domestic and municipal consumption and 
also for purposes of irrigation. . Beyrout is the most 
thriving town on the Syrian coast of the Mediterranean, 
the population having within the lasé. twenty years in- 
creased from 5,000 to 100,000, besides increasing in wealth 
and geueral prosperity. The British and Foreign Water 
and Gas Works Company, before inviting subscriptions, 
have satisfied themselves by special reports of, their own 
engineers .of the possibility of completing the works within 
two years from date of contract. . 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS 


BIRTHS. . 


‘Bruce-CamMpneLt—On April 30, the wife of Bruce-Campbell, 


Esq., Barquharrie, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, of. 
a ne 


Gusta April 29, at Rockfield Villa, Herbert-roud,: Wimble- 
don, Surrey, the wife of “Mr: Alfred E.:Copp, solicitor, of 37, 
Essex-street, Strand, W.C.,.of a son. 

Postock-—On April 27, at 4, Chester-place, Regent’ s-park, the 
wife of Edward Pollock, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. «5 

GARRoLD~~WapsE—On April 29, at St» Inike’s,Westbourne- 
park, London, Thos. W. Garrold, Esq., of» West Bank, Here- 
ford; solicitor, to, Joanna Addis, elder daughter of the late 
Jonathan, Wadge, Esq., of the, Opera Colonnade, Westmin- 
ster. . 


| Henperson—Crark—On April 21, at Crossbasket, Blantyre, 


near Glasgow, John Henderson, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
at-law, to Agnes Elizabeth, eldest’ @aughter of James Clark, 
of Crossbasket. 

Lucas—MontTeriorE—On April 24, Henry Lucas, Esq., of 
‘Lincoln’s-inn; barrister-at-law, to Alice Julia, elder da hter 


of Nathaniel Montefiore, Esq,, of .36, Hyde-park-gardens, 


' }-+end,Coldeast, Southam 


pton. . 
Rocers—Paton—On April 30, at. Christ Church, Lancaster- 
gate, Walter Lacy Roger, of the Inner Temple, Esq., bar- 
rister-at-law, to Sophia Mary Coore, only daughter of George 
Paton, Esq., of 55, Queen’s-gardens, Hyde-park. 
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DEATHS. 

Denn—On April 19, at Parkside, Darlington, aged 25, Hugh 
James Dunn, Esq., solicitor, eldest son of Hugh Dunn, Esq., 
town clerk, Darlington. 

Loverr—On April 23, Edward Henry Lovell, Esq., B.A., of 
the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 41. 

Lrxp—On April 22, at 9, Victoria-square, Clifton, Henry 
Lund, Esq., M.A., barrister-at-law, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 59, 

Peacock—On April 20, at Upper Mall, Hammersmith, James 
Atkinson Peacock, Esq., barrister-at-law. 

Ropcers—On Feb. 12, at Auckland, New Zealand, George 
Rodgers, barrister-at-law, aged 33 years, 

Scorr—On April 29, at No. 7, Hyde park-place, London, 
James Robert Hope Scott, Esq., of Abbotsford, Q.C. 

WrintersoTtHamM—On April 30, at Adelaide Lodge, St. John’s- 
wood, N.W., William SWinterbotham, of Abbey Lawn, 
Tewkesbury, Town Clerk and Clerk of the Peace of that 
Borough, aged 45. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tvespay, April 29, 1873. 
Alban Gardner Buller, Thomas Henry Pearse, Banbury, Oxford, 
Attorneys and Solicitors. April 23 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, April 24, 1873. 
LIMITED 1N CHANCERY, 

Asphalte Concrete and Wood Paving Construction and Maintenance 
Company (Limited).—Petition, that the voluntary winding up ofthe 
above company be continued, presented April 24, directed to be heard 
before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, on May 3. Webb, Queen Victoria-st, 
solicitor for the petitioner. 

Sheerness Public Rooms Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before June |, tosend their names and aidresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to Mr. Edward Stutely, Mile Town, 
Sheerness. Monday, June 16 at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Whessoe Iron Company (Limited).—Vice Chaneellor Malins has fixed 
a 5at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui- 

ator, 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, April 25, 1873. 

Bramley, John, Bushby, Leicester, Farmer. 
Bram!ey, M.R. Bouskill, Leicester 

De la Saussaye, Sir Richard Frederick, Madrid, Spain. 
Norris, M.R. Norris, Bedford row 

Harvey, John William Henry, Lincoln’s inn fields, Gent. May 24, 
Pearse » Harvey, M.R. Church, Linco!n’s inn fields 

Lister, Joseph, Leeds, Painter. May 30. Smith » Hobson, V.C, 
Wickens, North and Sons, Leeds 

Parker, James, Lytham, Lancaster, Surgeon. May 22. 
Parker M.R. Hill, Ormskirk 

Rice, John Thomas, Bentham, York, Gent. 
M.R. Newman, Southampton 

Tomlinson, Mary Ann, Bakewell, Derby, Widow. 
son v Morton, M.R. Vallance, Essex st, Strand 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 85. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, April, 25, 1873, 


Ames, Lionel], Lowndes square, Esq. July 24. Taylorand Co, Furnival’s 
inn 


May 19. Bramley wv 


June2, Orr yv 


Parker v 
Jupe 2. Rice v Westlake, 


May 21. Tomlin- 


Anderson, George, High Holborn, Optican. May 28. Let+s, Bartlett's 
buildings, Holborn 
Bowman, Isabella. Workington, Cumberland, Widow. May 31. 


McKelvie, Whitehaven 
Bromley, John Roger, Hasting*, Sussex, Grocer, 
and Eliott, Hastings 
Chatwin, James, Birmingham, Gent. 


July 1. Meadows 


May 31. Cottrell, Birmingham 


Clemson, Mary, Park villa, Lower Norwood, Widow, May 23. Bridger 
and Collins, King William st, London Bridge 
Da Costa, Aaron Gomes, Gower st, Merchant. Aug 2. Samuel and 


Emanue), Finsbury cicus 
Danials, Joseph, Falmouth st, Stratford, Essex, Licensed Victualler. 


May 3!. Siee and Co, Parish st, Southwark 

Dickins, Frederick Owen, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. June 24. Dickins, 
Great James st, Bedford row 

Ferrall, Anne, Higher Grange, Ellesmere, Salof, Widow. June 10, 


Salter, Ellesmere 

Ford, Henry, Mileend rd, Baker. 
buildings, Holborn 

Gardner, Pau), Aldgate High st, Gent. June 24. Clapham and Fitch, 
Bishopsgate Without 

Harrison, Atkinson, Brough, Westmorland, Yeoman. May 31. Preston 
Kirby Stephen 

Harter, William, Eccles, Lancashire, Esq. June 24, 
Manchester 

Hastings, Admiral Sir Thomas, Seymour st, Marylebone. May 26. Smith 
Frederick's place, Old Jewry 

ere Rev Robert, Walthamstow, Essex. May 31. Houghton, St Helen's 
place 

Hodgson, Charles, Oxford st, Pianforte Manufacturer. May 30. Aldridge, 
Moutague glace 

Kershaw, Samuel, Bowling, Yo:k, Joiner. July 1 
Bradford 

Lucas, Juliana, Westbourne terrace, Hyde Park, Widow. 
Samuel! and Emanuel, Finsbury circus 


May 12. Dodson, Southampton 


Slater and Co, 


Peel and Gaunt, 


June 2, 





Plowman, Samuel Peck, Earl Stonlam, Suffolk, Farmer. 


May 31 

Hayward and Son. Needham Market 

Reid, James, Whitehaven, Camberland, Gent. May 31. McKelvie, 
Whitehaven 

Smyth, Rev William, South Elkington, Lincoln, Jung 21. Mason and 
Falkner, Louth 

Sp irrier, John Freeman, Leighton rd, Kentish Town, Clerk. May 26. 
Smith, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Stelfox. Elizabeth, Runcorn, Chester, Publican, June 2, Day, Run- 


corn 
Williams, William Rosser, Old square, Linco!n’s inn, Esq. Jane 23. 
Bennett and Co, New square, Lincoln's inn 


Bankrupts. 
Tvuxspay, April 22, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Bull, William, Quality court, Chancery lane, Civil Engineer. Pet Apri 
18. Hazlitt. May 6 at IL 
Batler, William, New st, Marylebone, Butcher. Pet April 18, Hazlitt, 
May 6 at 12 
Kay, Mary Ann, and Thomas Walpole, St Katherine’s rd. Notting Hill, 
Brewers. Pet Aprili7. Spring-Rice. May 8at 11 
Neave, Stephen John, Gracechnrch st, Ship Insurance Broker, Pet 
Aprili8. Hazlitt, May 8 at 1 . 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barnes, Joseph K, Tettenhall, Stafford, Chemistry Master. 
17, Biown. Wolverhampton, May 8 at 12 
ey eras, Liverpool, Victualler, Pet Aprill7. Hime. Liverpool, 
ay Sat 
Clough, William Hardcastle, Middleaborough, York, Innkeeper. Pet 
April 16. Archer. Stockton-on-Tees, May 6 at 2,30 
Fisher, Edward, Norwich, Dealer. Pet April19, Palmer. 
May 5 at 12 
Jones, Elizabeth, Winchester, Baker. Pet April 17. 
Southampton, May 9 at 2 
Scale, Bernard Ambrose Thomas, Mortlake, Surrey, Upholsterer. Pot 
April 18. Willoughby. Wandsworth, May 9 atll 
Souvazoglu, Antonio Spyridonidi, and George Souvazoglu, Manchester, 
Merchants, Pet Aprill7. Kay. Manchester, May 9 at 9.50 
Winkett, Charies, Birmingham, Grocer, Pet April 16. Chauntler. 
Birmingham, May 1 at 12 
Faiway, April 25, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Pet Apri 


Norwich, 


Thorndike. 


Piper, Robert F, Cumberland House, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent. Pet 
April 19. Roche, May 8 at 11 

Roberts, William Alexander, Tureadneedle st, Stock Broker. Pet April 
24. P.pys, May 8 at 11 30 

Seager Edward, Belgrave rd, South Norwood, no occupation. Pet 
April 21. Brougham, May 9 at Ll 

Smart, George A, Houndsditch Victualler. Pet April 22, Hazlite. 


May 7atll 
To Surrender in the Country. 
George, and William Hodgson, Blackburn, Lancashire, 
Pet April 23. Bolton. Blackburn, May 9 at 11 
*- Tuxspay, April 29, 1873, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Frost, S:ephen, sen, Kingsland rd, Master Mariner. Pet April 26, 
koche. May 29 at ll 
Hearnden, William Isaac, Broadway, Dalston, Grocer. Pet April 26. 
Roche. May 29 at 12 
Laurent, Lodovico Ortalli, Woimwood st, Merchant. Pet Apri! 25. 
Murray. May 27 at 12 
Pryor, James, King William st, Secretary, Pet April 25. Murray. 
May 27 at ll 


Salisbury, 
Auctioneers, 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Bootk, Thos, Bolton, Lancashire, Provision Daaler. 
Holden, Bolton, May 15 at 10.30 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fawway, April 25, 1873, 
Hicks, Thomas, Waterloo rd, Lambeth, Manag r ofa Club. April 1% 
Holt, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Innke*per. April 23 


Liquidation by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Tunspay, April 22, 1873. 

Abraham, Joho,jun, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. May Sat 11 at 
offices of Clifton and Wocvdward, Wind st, Swansea 

Adams, William Michael, Great Winchester buildings, Commission 
Agent. May 1 at 3 at offices of Parkes, Beavfort buildings, Strand 

Arnold. Charles, Upper Kennington Jane, General Dealer. May 5 at 3 
at offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 

Arrowsmith, Aarcn, and James Hubbard, Helmet court, Strand, Manu- 
facturing Stationers. May 10 at 2 at offices of Fletcher and Co, Staple 
inn, Holborn 

Aubin, Charles, Wolverhampton. S*afford, Lock Manufacturer, May 1 
at 12 at offices of Underhil], Darlington st, Wolverhampton 

Bancks, Henry, Hindley, Lancashire, Printer, May 9 at LI at offices 
of Lees, King st, Wigan 

Barnes, Thomas, Middlesborongh, Master Mariner. May 2 at 2 at office 
of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Barrow, Robert Knapp, Hampton Court, Middlesex, Captain. May 5 
at 2 at the Freemasons’ Tavern, Great Q.een st, Lincoln’s inn} flelds. 
Davis, Cork st, Burlington gardens 

Baxter, John, and Leger Lutterer, Cambridge. Saddlers. May 3 at li 
at the Lion Hotel, Petty Cury, Cambridge. Wild aud Co, Ironmonger 
land, Cheapside 

Bell, Charles, Metheringham, Lincoln, Pablican, May 8 at 11 at office 
of Harrison, Bank st, Lincoln 


Pet Apzil 24 
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Bellew, Henri Charles, Birmingham, Woollen Merchant. May 5 at 2at 
the Great Northen Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds, Maher and Poncia, 
Birmirgham 

Benazuz, Mohamed, South place, Finsbury, Merchant. May 7 at 12 at 
offices of Forshaw, Marsden st, Brown st, Manchester. Lawrance 
and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Bird, Silas, Oldbury, Worcester, Leather Seller. May 12 at 11 at offices 
ot Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 

Broadhurst, James, Congleton, Chester, Innkeeper. May 3atll at 
offices of Cooper, Mill st, Corgleton 

Bullard, James, Walsall, Stafford, Saddler. May 12 at 3 at offices of 
Duignan and Co, The Bridge, Walsall, Dale, Walsall 

Campwe)l, William Henry, Leeds, Grocer. May 6 at 3 at the Whartons’ 
Hotel, Park lane, Leeds. Billinton 

Clark, Thomas, Burnley, Lancashire, Painter. May 6 at 3at offices of 
Baldwin, Ormerod st, Burniey 

Clay, John, Swamp, Sowerby, York, Woolien Manufacturer, 
2 at the Town Hall, Sowerby Bridge. Sutcliffe, Halifax 

Cleary, John, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. May 6 at | at offices of 
Evans, Hight st, Cardiff 

Cook, William, and John Cook, Reading, Berks, Tea Dealer, May 3 at 
3 at Peele’s Hotel, Fleet st. Mortimor, Devonshire st, Portland place 

Crompton, Richard, Heath Charnock, Lancashire, Fire Clay Manufac- 
turer. May 5 at 3 at offices of Fieldling, Bowker’s row, Bolton 

Daniel, Margaret, Folkestone, Kent, Hotel Keeper. May 7 at3 at the 
Clarendon Hotel, Fo'kestone. Minter, Folkestone 

Davis, Frederick, Bristol, Lithographer. May 5 at 12 at offices of Han- 
cock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol, Davies 

Deacon, William, Everton, near Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. May 9 
at 2 at 31,The Temple, Liverpool. Lowe, Liverpool 

Ennitt, Patrick, Horfield, Gloucester, Farmer. May 5 at 2 at offices of 
Denning and Co, Shannon cort, Corn st, Bristol. Fusseli and Co 

Evans, Thomas Richard, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. May 8 at 2 at office 
of Duke and Goffey, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Forster, John, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer, May 5 at 12 at offices of 
Bowey, Faweett st, Sundetland 

Foster, George Edward, Newbury, Berks, Chemist. May 5 at 11 at tho 
White Hart Hotel, Market place, Newbury. Cave, Newbu 

Leonard, Frederick, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Watchmaker, May 
6at2at the Stork Hotel, Queen’s square, Liverpool. Bradshaw, 
Barrow-in-Furness 

Gascoigne, Wil'iam, Helmdon, Northampton, Farmer. May 5 at 10 at 
effices ot Kilby and Son, High st, Banbury 

Gibson, Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Provision Merchant. May 
5 at 11 at offices of Bellringer, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Giles, John Alfred, Hanover st, Islington, Journalist. May 5 at 4 at 252, 
Marylebone rd, Yorke 

Gosling, Edwin, Stockport, Chester, Cabinet Maker, May 7at3 at 
offices of Brown, Market pface, Stockport 

Graham, Elizabeth, Farnham, Surrey, Tobacconist. May 1 at 12 at 
offices of Ward, Borough, Farnham 

Greatorex, Herbert Everton, Banbury, Oxford, Furniture Dealer. May 
7 at 3 at offices of Crosby, Fish st, Banbury 

Grocock, John, Batley Carr, Dewsbury, York, Fish Dealer, May 2 at 3 
at offices of Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Gurr, George, Lamberhurst, Sussex, Farmer. May 1 at 10 at the 
Eleyhant’s Head Inn, Hook Green, Lamberhurst. Palmer, Tunbridge 

Hampton, Edmund, Moorercft Farm, Minsterworth, Gloucester, out of 
business. May 7 at 12 at offices of Coone, Pitt st, Gloucester 

Hayward, George, Hereford terrace, Cassland rd, Seuth Hackney, 
Licensed Victualler. May 6 at 2 at offices of Robinson, Basinghall st 

Holloway, Henry, and Edward Holloway, Brighton, Sussex, Builders, 
May 6 at 12 at offices of Champion, North st, Brighton 

Hooker, Abraham Spencer, East Grinstead, Sussex, Baker. May 3 at 
12.15 at the Crown Hote}, East Grinstead. Stoneand Simpson, Tun- 
bridge Wells 

Horler, George, Backwell, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. May 1 at 1 
at offices of O’Donoghiue anJ Co, St Stephen st, Bristol 

Hoyle, James, Blackburn, Lancashire, Commission Agent. May 6 at 
11 at offices of Radctiffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 

Hughes, Edwin, Uxbridge, Middlesex, Grocer. May 9 at 12 at the 
Crown Inn, High st, Uxbridge. Bedford, Amersham 

Hull, Robert, Brentwood, Essex, Builder. May 5 at 12 at offices of 
Preston, Mark lane 

Hunt, Thomas Henry, Rudge Farm, Somerset, Farmer. Apri! 30 at 1. 
30 at the Railway Hotel, Wells. Bartrum, Bath 

Hurst, Louis, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Steam Fret Work Cutter, 
May 2 at 3 at offices of Lewis, Hztton garden, Holborn 

James, Henry, Newport Pottery, St Woolles, Monmonth, Brich Manu- 
facturer. April 30 at 12 at offices Protheroe and Fox, Newport 

Jeffery, Matthew, York, Grocer. May 2 at 10 at offices of C:umbie, 
Stonegate, York 

Johnson, William, Northampton, Tailor, 
smith, Newland, Northampton 

Jonea, John, Ponkey, Denbigh, Shopkeeper. 
Acton and Bury, Chester st, Wrexham 

Jones, Thomas, Essex 1d, Islington, Hatter, May 2 at 4 at 5, Feather- 
stone buildings, Hoiborn 

Lang, Frederick John, Thornhill place, Caledonian rd, Baker. May 15 
at 3 at offices of Heathfield, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Lazarus, Abraham, Birmingham, Tailur, April 30 at 1 at offices of 
Kennedy, Ann at, Birmin, ham 

Lord, David, Elland, Halifax, York, Stone Mason. May 5at 4 at offices 
of Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 

Magoris, Henry, Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. May 6 at 12 at offices of 
Todd, Town wall, Hartlepool 

Marley, Sarah Jane, Torquay, Devon, Draper. May 2 at I ut offices of 
Wiliiame and Co, Exchange, Bristol. Brittan and Co, Bristol 

Mills, Charles, Birmingham, Warehouseman, May 6 at 12 at offices of 
Buller and Pearse. Moor st, Birmingham 

Morse, William, Bristol, out of business. May 2 at 12 at offices of 
Miller, Whitson chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Mouckiey, Cyrus, Gautus, Birmingham, Engraver. April 30 at 3 at offices 
of Kennedy, Ann st, Birmingham 

Muller, Adam Boleslaw, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Tutor. May 5at3 
at office of Urry, High st, Ventnor 

Mundy, William, Edgware rd, Grocer. May 6 at 3 at 21, Finsbury 
place. Brown 


May 2 at 


May 3 at 3 at offices of Shoo- 


May 8 at 12 at offices of 





Myers, John, King st, Aldgate, Cook. May 6 at 3 at offices of Brighten, 
Bishopsgate st, Without 
Newman, Charles Wright, Norwich, Whitesmith. May 2 at 12 at office 
of Clabburn, London st, Norwich 
Nickola, James Samuel, Glasshouse st, Trimming Seller. 
at offices of Crump, Philpot lane 
Oxborrow, Anna, Milk st, Cheapside, Milliner, 
Mas‘erman and Davies, Ciifford’s inn, Fleet st 
Oyler, Alfred George, West Malling, Kent, Grocer. May 2 at1 at the 
Star Hotel, High st, Maidstone. Monckton and Son, Maidstone 
Parkin, John William, Sheffleld, Steel Merchant. May 5 at 3 at offices of 
Binney and Sons, Queen at chambers, Sheffield 
Porter, Henry Searles, Heigham, Norwich, Carpenter, May 6 at 12 at 
the Registrar’s Office, Redwell st, Norwich 
Prentice, Richard George, Grafton st, Soho, Oilman, 
offices of Bath and Co, King William st 
Pringle, John, Shirley, Hants, Schoolmaster. May 5 at 3 at offices of 
Killby, Portland st, Southampton 
tawnsley, John, Bradford, York, Worsted Stuff Manufacturers. May 7 
at 1l at offices of Wood and Kullick, Commercial Bank buildings, 
Bradford 
Reaney, John Eaden, and George Lee, Sheffield, Britannia Metal 
Manufacturers. May 2 at 12 at offices of Fairburn, Bank st, Sheffield 
Redmil!, John, Stamford, Lincoln, Draper. May 5at 1 atthe Great 
Northern Hotel, Peterborough. Stapleton, Stamford 
Robottom, Ann, Hinckley, Leicester, Refreshment Honse Keeper. 
8 at 2 at offices of Fowler and Smith, Hotel st, Leicester 
Roodhouse, William, Barnsley, York, Painter. May 7 at 12 at offices of 
Parker, Regent st, Barnsley 
Sadleir, William Nicholas, Surbition, Surrey. May 13 at 2 at offices of 
Picard, St James st, Piccadilly. Burnand 
Sager, Edmund, Liverpool, Cotton Merchant. May 6 at 12 at offices of 
Gill, Cook st, Liverpool 
Samuel, Albert, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Furniture Dealer. 
2 at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester 
Savyer, William, Eckington, Derby, Joiner, May 2 at 2 at offices of 
Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield 
Shetler, William, Wyke Regi«, Dorset, out of business. May 6 at 12-at 
the Auction Mart, Market st, Melcombe Regis. Howard, Melcombe 
Regis 
Smith, John, Neston, Cheshire, Draper. May 7 at 3 at offices of Addla- 
shaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 
Steele, Thomes, Nottingham, Accountant. May 9 at 3 at offices of 
Cranch and Rowe, Nottingham 
Stevenson, James, Longton, Stafford, Engraver. May 1 at 11 at offices 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
Surtees, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer, May 5 at 11 at office of 
Ingledew and Daggett, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-f'yne 
Swanson, David, and foomas Darling, Fenchurch st, Provision Merchant. 
May 9 at 2 at the Green Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate st Within. 
Strong, Bishopsgate st Within 
Swinford, frederick, Tidemore st, Cross st, Battersea, Builder. May 2 
at 12 at offices of Rutter, Symond’s inn Ohancery lane 
Thomas, Herbert, Usk, Monmouth, Builder, May 6 at 12 at offices of 
Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 
Tibbetts William Arthur, and Lewis Tibbetts, Swindon, Wilts, Drapers. 
May Ga }2 at offices of Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 
Tweedy, Richard, Wakefield, York, Tailor, May 5 at 2 at offices of 
Harrison ani Smith, Chancery lane, Wakefield 
Wagstaff Charles Frederick, Blyton Carr, Lincoln, out of business, 
Mny 7 at 12 at the White Hart Hotel, Gainsborough. Oldman and 
Iveson, Gainsborough 
Wedd, Starkins, George, Harlow, Essex, Baker. May 5 at 3 at office of 
Green, Canncn st 
Wilkinson, Samvel, Leeds, Plasterer. April 30 at 3 at offices of Fawcett 
and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 
Williamson, Alfred, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Grocer. May 14 at 3 at 
offices of Haddelsey, Royal Dock chambers, Great Grimsby 
Worrall, Edward, Bury, Lancashire, Greengrocer. May 7 at 3 at office 
of Grundy ard Co, Union st, Bury 
Faipay, April 25, 1873 y 
Appleby, Walter, and Henry Rowiand Adams, Old Ford rd, Trimming 
Manufacturers. May 8 at 2 at offices of Hilleary and Tunstall, Fen- 
church buildings 
Boakes, William George, Deal, Kent, Painter. May 17 at 10 at 98, 
Middle st, Deal. Drew, Deal 
Baker, William Henry, Church st, Edgware rd, out ef business. May 10 
at 3 at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 
Bally, George Henry, Hinckley, Leicester, Draper. Muy 8 at | at office 
of Preston, Church st, Hinckley 
Barnet, Leah, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Boot Manufacturer. May 9 
at 3 at offices of Nicholson, Gresham st, Sote and Co, Aldermanbury 
Biriwistie, Bradshaw, Accrington, Lancashire, Cotton Manofacturer. 
May 7 at 12 at offices of Stevenson and Co, Chancery place, Manchester 
Bond, James Bryant, and James Henry Boud, Pavement, Clapham, 
Linen Drapers. May 3 at 2 at offices of Dormer, Coleman tt 
Brewer, Josiah Selmin, Worcester, Schooilmaster, May 9 at 12 at offices 
of Mere \ith, College st, Worcester 
Burgess, James, Macclesfield, Chester, Blacksmith. May 9 at 3 at 
« offices of Higginbotham and Barclay, Macclesfield 
Butcher, James, Hernhill, Kent, Dealer. May 9 at 2 at 28, St Mar- 
garet st, Cauterbury. Lae, Canterbury 
Case, George ‘lhomas, Beech st, Barbican, Milliner. May 7 at 3 at 33, 
Gutter lane. Wymond, King st. Cheapside 
Ciark, David, Wigan, Lancashire, Grocer. Muay 8 at 3 at offices of 
Leigh aud Ellis, Arcade, King st, Wigan 
Connell, Churies, and John Connell, Castleford, York, Grocers. May 7 
at 11 at the Norch Eastern Hotel, Castlord. Bradley and Bradiey, 
Castleford 
Coverdale, John, Little Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Grocer. May 22 at 
3 at offices of Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Covington, George Samuel, Northampton, Tailor. 
of Becke, Market square, Northampton 
Cowley, George, Bloomfield st, M.ddleton rd, Dalston, out of business. 
May 5at 11 at offices of Crump, King st, Cheapside 
Cross, William, and Joseph Cross, Witton, Chester, Plumbers, May 7 at 
10.30 at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Fletcher, Northwich 


May 2 atl2 
May 9 at 3 at offices of 


May 7 at 3 at 


May 


May 2 at 


May 6 at 3 at offices 











Cuttell, Abel, Wooldale, Holmfirth, York, Woollen Mannfacturer. May 
7 at 3 at offices of Learoyd and Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

De Haas, Morris, Whitechapel rd, Cigar Manufacturer. May 9at 3 at 
offices of Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 

Donovan, Joseph Bartram Azleby, Wallington, Surrey, Schoolmaster. 
May 7 at 12 at offices of Poncione, Jun, Moorgate st 

Doyle, Thomas Patrick, Liverpool, Provision Dealer, May 8 at 3 at 
offices of Lawrence and Dixon, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Evang, Daniel, Bethesda, Llanilechid, Carnarvon, Quarryman. May 6 

Williams, Vorth-yr-aur, C ar- 
May 7 at 3 at 


atllat the British Hotel, Bagnor, 
narvon 

Fearnley, Samuel, Dewsbury Mor, York, Boot Dealer. 
offices of Ibberson,|Dewsbury 

Fermor, John Michael, Alveston news, Roland gardens, South Ken- 
sington, Job Master. May 8 at 2 at offices of Chapman and Turner, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Foster, Jchn, Newbury, Berks, Tailor. May 6 at 1.39 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Friar st, Reading. Cave, Newbury 

Godman, Thomas, St Paul’s rd, Camden Town, Greengrocer. May 5 at 

i 3 at offices of Sharp, Euston rd. Harrison, Furnival’s inn, Holbo-n 

Gray, Richard, Bethnal Green rd, Butcher. May 16 at 10.30 at offices 
of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Dobie, Basinghall st 

Hackett, Joseph, Leamington Priors, Warwickshire Pork Butcher. 
April 30 at 11 at 10, Spencer st, Leamington. Abbott 

Hallworth, William, Lawrence Pountcey lane, Carpenter. 
at offices of Lawrance and Co, O!d Jewry chambers 

Hapgood, George Ford, Nelson st, Greenwich, Dealer in Toys. 
at 3 at 145, Cheapside 

Harrison, Richard, Blackburn, Lancashire, Joiner, 
offices of Radcliffe, Clayton st Blackburn 

Hill, Charlea Edward, Manchester, Salesman, May 7 at 4.30 at office of 
Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Hinks, Jobn, Birminghera, out of business. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
Ledbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Holden, Georgiana Eleanor, Brighton, Sassex, Boarding house Keeper. 
May 13 at 3 at offices of Chalk, Ship st, B:ighton 

Honchen, James, Downham Market, Norfolk, Draper. May 7 at 2 at 
offices of Swaine, Cheapside 

Hullah, Frederick, Lulme, Manchester, Currier. 
of Shippey, Cooper st, Liverpool 

Hulse, John Phipps, Bootle, Lancashire, Grocer, 
of Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 

Inkley, Jesse, Holbeach, Lincoln, Chemist. May 7 at 1 at the Chequers 
Inn, Houlbech. Glasier and Mason, Lynn 

Jacquet, Julia Clara, Oxford st, Fancy Goods Dealer. 
offices of Thwaites, Basingha}l st, Dobie, Basingnall st 

Joknson, Robert Kraham, Blackfiiars rd, Boot Manufacturer. 
at 3 at offices of Lewis and Co, O!d Jewry 

Jones, Joseph, jur. Hill st, Camberwel!, Traveller. 
of Orchard, Jolin at, Bedford row 

Jubb, Edwin, Dewsbury, York, Wool Merchant. 
King’s Arms Inn, Dewsbury. Walker, Dewsbury 

Kiviehan, Huch Sylvester, Liverocol, Butcher, May 7 at 3 at offices of 
Teebay and Lynch, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Lawson, Robert, Liverpool, Butcher. May 13 at 3 at offices of Ritson, 
Cable st, Liverpool 

Machell, William Palliser, High st, Stoke Newington, Butcher. May 15 
at 3 at olfices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Marshall, John Pyke, Worcester, Mflliner. 
Broad st, Worcester 

McIntyre, Peter Slater, Tweedmouth, Berwick-on-Tweed. May 15 at 
12 at the Corn Exchange, Berwick-ona-Tweed. Sanderson, Berwick- 
on-T weed 

Middleton, Joe, Preston, Lancashire, Tea Dealer. 
of Ambier, Cannon st, Preston 

Minshall, Daniel, Crewe, Cheshire, Boot Maker. 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Mort, James, Leigh, Lancashire, Grocer. 
Ambler, King st, Leigh 

Naylor, Charles Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. May 7 at 3 at offices of 
Co'eman and Coleman, Cannon st. Birmingham 

Newcome, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. May 9 at3 at offices of Row- 
lands and Co, Colemore row, Birmingham 

Newey, Samuel, Harborne, Stafford, out of business. 
offices of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Nutt, ‘George, Upper Walmer, Kent, Plumber. May 17 at 12 at 98, 
Middle st, Deal. Drew 

Nuttall, Thomas, Lancashire, Folly Farm, Harwood, Pork Butcher, 
May 9 at 3 at offices of Daws n, Exchange st East, Bolton 

Pike, Alfred George, Manchester, Tea Dealer. May 8 at 3 at offices of 
Heath aud Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Reya, Charles, Lime st, Merchant. 
Thomas, and Ilollams, Mincing lane : 

Riley, Thomas, Bradford. York, Stonemason, Muy 10 at 11 at office of 
Atkinson, Tyrrei st, Bradford 

Roberts, Robert, Bethesda, L'a \echid, Carnarvon, Quarryman. May 6 
at l at the British Hotel, Bangor. Willams, Porth-yr-aur, Carnar- 


May 8 at3 
May 5 


May 8 at ll at 


May 13 at 3 at offices 
May 9 at 3 at offices 


May 9 at 3 at 
May 15 
May 8 at ] at office 


Msy 9 at 1) at the 


May 7 at 3at offices of Tree, 


May 7 at 3 at offices 
May 8 at 11 at offices 
May 12 at 3 at offices of 


May 7 at 3 at 


May 8 at 3 at 21, Lime st. 


von 

Rose, Henry Wilson, Christchurch, Southampton, Tailor. May 9 at 3 
at office of Druitt, High st Christchurch 

Sagyerson, John, St Heien’s Lancashire, Watchmiker. May 9 at 2 at 
otiices of Evans and Lockett, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Liverpool. 
Barrow and Cook, St Helen’s 

Sayer, Arthur Agus, Handsworth, Stafford, Corn Dealer. May 3 at 12 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Shipley, Nathaniel Wheatcroft, Nottingham, Book- keeper. May 14 at 11 
at offices of Brown, Week day Cross, Nottingham 

Simmons, Matthew, Westow st, Upper Norwood, Upholsterer. May 
12 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Chorley and Crawford, 
Moorgate st , 

Slater, Richard Bowman, York, no ocenpation. May 7 at 10 at offices 
oi Crumbie, Stonegate 

Smith, Richard, Nortuampton, Builder. May 2 at 11 at office of Jeffery 
Market square, Northampton 

Strange, James Walter, Ludgate hill, Licensed Victualler, May 22 at 2 
at offices of Nash and Co, Suffolk Jane, Cannon st 

Thrift, William, White Horse st, Stepney, Painter. May 14 at 2 at 
offices of Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 
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Tonks, Thomas, Shenstone, near Lichfield, Stafford, Plumber. May 
12 at 2 at the Old Crown Hotel, Lichfield. Barnes and Russell, 
Lichfield 

Turner, Lombe Atthill, Eastbourne, Suss9x, Auctioneer. May 9 at I 
at the Inns of Court Hote!, High Holborn, Whet®roft, Eastbourne 

Unwin, Stephen Phiiip, Bowling, near Bradford, York, Worsted Spin- 
ner. May 8 at 3 at offices of Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank 
buildings, Bradford . 

Wade, Samuel Bates, Manchester, General Merchant. May 9 at 3 at 
offices ot Ladbury and Co, Cheapside. Sale and Co, Manchester 

Warren, John, Hastings, Sussex, Jeweller. May 8 at 12 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Lancaster place, Strand 

Whiskin, Charles Frederick, Aylesbury, Buckingham, Grocer, 
at 11 at offices of King and McMillin, Bloomsbury square. 
Aylesbury 

White, Thomas Abraham, Dunstan st, Kingsland rd, Chandler’s shop 
Keeper. May 12 at 3 at offices of Thwaite, Basinghall st. Dobie, 
Basinghall st 

Wildman, James Joseph, Bedford, Tailor. May 12 at 2 at offices of 
Conques*, Duke st, Bedford 

Willment, Samuel, Tottenham court rd, Hosier. May 14 at 2 at offices 
of Richardson and Sadler, Golden square 

Wingfield, James, Kingston-upon-Hull, Confectioner. May 7 at 12 at 
offices of Walker and Spink, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Wright, John Henry, Nottingham, Cheese, Factor. May 12 at 12 at 
offices of Heath, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Yearsley, Stephen, Water Jane, Clerk. May 7 at 3 at offices of Lewis, 
Hatton garden, Holborn 


May 8 
Rawson, 





| Fad STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOOIETY, 
at the LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE. 

Question for discussion on Tuesday next, the 6th inst., No. 518 Legal:— 
‘Is there an implied contract by a cab owner who lets out a horse and - 
cab toa cabman at so much @ day, that the horse is reasonably fit to 
be driven in a cab, although the cabman may have no knowledge of its 
unfitness ?’’—Foster ». Lock, L. R. C. P, 272. 

JOUN INDERMADR, 


6, Danes-inn, Temple-bar, W.C. Hon. Secretary. 





Now ready, in 8vo, price 5s. cloth. 


N EPITOME of LEADING CONVEYANCING 
and EQUITY CASES; with some short notes thereon, for the 
use of Students. Chiefly intended as a guide to Tudoi’s Leading cases 
in Conveyancing, and White & Tudor’s Leading Cases in Equity. By 
Joun InpeRMava, Solicitor, Author of “ An Kpitome of Leading Com- 
mon Law Cases.’ 
London; Srevens & Haynes, Beli-yard, Temple Bar. 





Pi ies One Sh ling. 
M ETROPOLITAN RATING.—By  Epwarp 
Rypx, Authorfof “ Rating of Railways,” &c. For Solicitors, Sur- 
veyors, and Ratepayers generally. 
Lockxweoob & Co.,7, Stationers’ [all-court, E.C, 
LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and’ LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 


direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of twenty-five years, in the special in- 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c , and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ‘‘ London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC, 309, Regent street.— 

Mr. George Buckland’s New Fairy Entertainment, The Enchanted 

Glen; er, the Coals, the Cake, and the Consequences. Writtea by Dr. 

Croft. Vocal Illustrations by Mr. George Buckland, assisted by Miss 

Josephine Pulham, Miss Tinney and Miss Lilie Bartlett.—Spring Buds; 

a Lecture for the time of year, by Mr. J. L. King.—low to get to 

Vienna; a Descriptivs Lecture, by Mr. B. Malden.—New Feats of 

Legerdemain, by the African Conjuror, Alexander Osman. Professor 

Gardner's Lecture on Fuel; what shal! we burn? —Many other enter- 
tainments. Admission ts. Open twice daily, 12 to 5, and7 to 10. 











THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


ARR’S, 2 6 5, STRAND.— 
Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 28. and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and thatis in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be sunplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
page 440, 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners (from the joint) , vegetables, &c., Is. 6d. 


DEATH OF BARON LIEBIG, 


er NOTICE is given by LIEBIG’S 

EXTRACT OF MEAT COMPANY (Limited) that the Guarantee 
Certificate of Genuineness of Quality, signed hitherto by Baron Liebig 
and Professor Max von Pettenkofer, will in future, in accordance with 
Baron Liebig’s own directions made many years age, be signed by his 
Colleague Frofessor Max von Pettenkofer, ths eminent Caymist, and by 
Hermann von Liebig, son of Baron Liebig, who has been acting as his 
special assistant in the Analysis of the Company’s Extract. ‘Inus the 
excellence of the well-known stindurd quality of Liedig Company's 
Extract of Meat will contiaue absolutely unaltered. 














